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Blended learning has sometimes been called the best of both worlds, combining the 
advantages of face-to-face instruction with the advantages of online learning.  It has been 
in existence for over a decade, and more research needed to be done to determine its 
efficacy and desirability for community colleges.  The goal of this dissertation was to 
document the ways in which blended learning has changed the community college 
learning experience. 
 
The investigation took place at Ulster County Community College, a small rural college 
in upstate New York.  A mixed method, triangulation design was used.  Quantitative data 
were collected from the college’s student database regarding final grades in each of the 
three delivery modes (face-to-face, blended, and fully online).  An analysis of variance 
looked at difference in achievement among the three modalities.  No statistically 
significant difference was found.  Archival end-of-semester student questionnaires were 
analyzed and it was found that even in the early years of blended learning, students were 
generally satisfied and appreciated the convenience of the blended modality. 
 
Qualitative data were collected through a student focus group and faculty interviews.  
Student priorities were teacher presence, faculty skill at teaching blended classes, and the 
support that was available to them from the faculty and administration.  Faculty voiced 
concerns with transitioning from teaching face-to-face or online to teaching blended.   
 
The results suggest that it is not the modality of the course that determines whether or not 
a student is successful; teacher presence, whether online or in person, is a strong indicator 
of student success and satisfaction.  An instructor who is well-versed in the pedagogy of 
blended learning, a course with skillfully designed and integrated online components, and 
an administration that provides channels for technical support, combine to provide 
students with a successful blended learning experience. 
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Chapter 1 
Introduction 
 
Background 
Blended learning (BL) took root in the late 1990s and early 2000s as a means of 
offering students and faculty the best of both worlds: combining the advantages of face-
to-face (F2F) instruction with the advantages of online learning, while minimizing the 
disadvantages of each (Bleed, 2006).  The University of Central Florida began 
considering blended courses in 1996, after university research showed that more than 
75% of students in their distance learning courses were also enrolled in F2F sections; 
students were combining their F2F and online experiences themselves (Dziuban, 
Hartman, & Moskal, 2004).   During the years 1999-2001, the University of Wisconsin  
ran a collaborative project among five of its campuses that resulted in a faculty 
development program for teaching blended courses and supported 17 faculty in creating 
and teaching their first blended course (Garnham & Kaleta, 2002).  In 2000, the State 
University of New York (SUNY) piloted a new learning management system, designed 
for blended  courses, which would provide faculty with a full-service program for web-
enhancing their instruction (CourseSpace, 2004).  These early experiments helped to 
solidify the BL movement. 
Although BL has been defined as combining F2F and fully online (FOL) learning, 
it is much more than that.  Garrison and Kanuka (2004) maintain that BL is the effective 
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integration of these two components, not merely adding online elements to a F2F class.  
Researchers have attributed a number of benefits to BL, from improved learning 
outcomes, to increased student engagement and lower attrition than FOL alone.  Dziuban 
et al. (2004) studied student success rates (as defined by grades of A, B, or C) at the 
University of Central Florida for seven semesters beginning in spring, 2001, and 
concluded that student learning outcomes in BL classes were higher than in FOL classes 
and comparable or in some cases better than F2F.  Even student attrition rates were 
favorable, with withdrawal rates lower than FOL and comparable to F2F.  Dziuban and 
his colleagues attributed the success of BL courses to sound instructional design, the most 
effective courses being wholly redesigned rather than only supplemented with online 
elements.  
Osguthorpe and Graham (2003) explain that instructors use BL to attain various 
goals for their courses: 
• Pedagogical richness.  Student learning can be improved by using class 
time for rich, in-depth activities, and online time for dispensing 
information. 
• Access to knowledge.  The online portion of a BL course can be used to 
enhance accessibility to information for students.  Web-based resources 
are vast in comparison to textbook content. 
• Social interaction.  The social interaction present in blended learning 
environments (BLEs) is not present in FOL systems.  Social contact can 
take place F2F and continue online.  
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• Personal agency.  The development of self-directedness and control by the 
learner is an important tenet of instructional design.  BLEs offer students 
the opportunity to make choices in their learning, such as what and how 
they will study.  
• Ease of revision.  Most BLEs grow out of F2F rather than FOL models; 
faculty often modify online components in response to student needs or 
the speed with which the course progresses.  BL “has the potential to 
create a learning atmosphere that is flexible, responsive, and 
spontaneous” (p. 232). 
Skibba (2006) found that connecting F2F and online activities establishes a 
continuous learning loop that creates an active and meaningful learning experience.  
When instructors reflect upon their course learning objectives and decide which activities 
work best F2F and which work better online, they can set up a learning experience that 
transfers seamlessly from one modality to the other, thus creating a learning loop that 
takes the student from the beginning of learning to using knowledge in meaningful ways.  
Skibba noted examples such as sharing students’ online postings in class to generate 
richer F2F discussions, and commencing group work online and carrying over activities 
to the classroom environment. 
 
 
Problem Statement 
As the beginning of the second decade of the BL phenomenon was upon us, it was 
time to assess the effect this modality has had on the learning experience of students.  
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Has it lived up to its potential?  Is it working equally as well for community college 
students as for those in 4-year colleges and universities?   
Earlier reporting on BL and its effect on the student learning experience focused 
on 4-year colleges.   Community colleges offer open access, developmental courses, 
technical training, and transfer programs for their students (Vaughan, 2006), 
differentiating them from 4-year colleges.  As many community colleges offer both BL 
and FOL (Allen, Seaman, & Garrett, 2007), it was important for colleges and students to 
know whether pursuing BL as a learning modality would be worth the time and effort.  
Some community college administrators had urged faculty to present their courses in the 
BL format for practical reasons, such as utilization of scarce classroom space, but faculty 
wanted to know how BL would affect the student, the college as a whole, and their course 
goals (FCCC electronic mailing list, personal communication, September 11, 2009).  At 
Ulster County Community College (SUNYUlster) in Stone Ridge, New York, BL had 
been in existence since 2005, and now questions had arisen as to its impact on the student 
learning experience.  Administrators and faculty alike wanted to know not only BL’s 
effect on student grades, but also on retention and student satisfaction.  Although faculty 
had a “gut feeling” about BL’s success, department chairs, without quantitative and 
qualitative data, had expressed concerns that students may simply be using BL as an 
excuse for less time in the classroom.  BL’s appropriateness for community college 
students who were struggling with college-level learning also had been in question.   
The investigator, a faculty member who was one of the first instructors at 
SUNYUlster to offer BL courses, was in a position to research BL comprehensively, 
from its launch in 2005 to its current rendering, and had knowledge of community 
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college culture from both a local and state perspective.  She was a delegate to the State 
University of New York Faculty Council of Community Colleges (FCCC), and was 
aware that other community colleges offered BL.  Some had just begun to explore BL as 
a course delivery method, while others had offered BL for several years (FCCC 
electronic mailing list, personal communication, September 11, 2009).  It was anticipated 
that the results would prove helpful to community colleges with concerns similar to 
SUNYUlster’s.   
 
Goal 
The goal was to document the ways in which BLEs changed the community 
college learning experience.  It was necessary to investigate how these changes had 
impacted the student, the faculty, and the college as a whole, so that institutional 
decisions could be made as to the efficacy of the BL experience and whether it should be 
continued.  A mixed-method research model was used to collect both quantitative and 
qualitative data, as using only one method of data collection and analysis was not 
sufficient to fully describe the BL experience of community college students (Creswell & 
Plano Clark, 2007). 
For purposes of the dissertation, the term learning experience was interpreted in 
the holistic sense: a combination of the factors that students experience in the attainment 
of their educational goals.  Factors such as student satisfaction, engagement and 
motivation; successful acquisition of knowledge; course completion (persistence); course 
delivery methods; and faculty and institutional support all combine to define the learning 
experience. 
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Research Questions 
Moving from the problem to the goal, the following research questions were 
investigated: 
1. How do students perceive the BL experience? 
2. What impact have BLEs had upon course completion and final grades? 
3. What are the faculty’s perspectives about changes in the delivery of instruction? 
4. How has the community college learning experience been changed as a 
consequence of BL? 
 
Relevance and Significance 
Community college (CC) students have diverse goals, from updating job skills to 
attaining an associate degree and transferring to a 4-year college.  The CCs are locally 
situated to serve their immediate markets (Vaughan, 2006), and BL courses provide the 
flexibility and the opportunity to spend less time on campus or commuting (Garnham & 
Kaleta, 2002).  This flexibility becomes particularly significant when gasoline prices are 
at uncomfortably high levels and consumers rethink their daily commutes.  The popular 
press has reported increased enrollments in online and blended courses 
(http://www.4029tv.com/news/16872416/detail.html ) due to students’ desire to limit the 
costs inherent in commuting.   Also, as CCs position themselves as affordable 
alternatives to high-priced 4-year institutions in economic downturns (Wilson, 2008), 
enrollment increases will put pressure on classroom space limitations with which many 
CCs struggle. 
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Although offering more BL or FOL courses may be an attempt to increase student 
access choices, it must be done with an eye on learning effectiveness.   Vignare (2007), in 
her review of the literature on BL, concluded that more study must be done on BL and its 
effectiveness, stating that research measuring the constructs of retention, completion, 
perceived learning, and shifts in cognitive presence is more difficult to find for BL and 
that it is more ambiguous. 
Garrison and Vaughan (2008) urge higher education to “start delivering on its 
promise of providing learning experiences that engage and address the needs of society in 
the twenty-first century” (p. 7).  They maintain that the lecture method of teaching, 
originating in antiquity, is a way of disseminating knowledge that is no longer effective 
in engaging learners in critically filtering and making sense of the overabundance of 
information confronting them.  Constructing meaning of complex topics requires more 
engagement than is possible in a typical lecture.  BL has the potential to enhance both 
online and F2F approaches, where each is improved by the presence of the other.   
In earlier work, Garrison and Kanuka (2004) argued that as new forms of 
communication alter the way we learn and work, the traditional classroom paradigm is 
questioned.  As tuition rises, students are demanding higher quality learning experiences 
and wonder whether attending classes on a traditional schedule is worth the commute to 
campus.  BL may be the answer for both institutions and students as they move toward 
more flexibility in time and space.  But this purported answer must be assessed and 
evaluated as to its effectiveness.  More research is needed on the impact that BL will 
have in terms of learning outcomes, student satisfaction, retention, and achievement. 
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Scope of the Study (Limitations and Delimitations) 
The study took place at Ulster County Community College, a small rural college 
in upstate New York (see Appendix A).  A mixed method research design was followed, 
but because of the small population (students taking BL courses), generalizability to 
larger, urban CCs may be limited.  The number of faculty teaching BL courses was also 
limited, so interviews represented only a small number of total college faculty. 
A focus group was convened as one of the qualitative methods utilized in the 
study.  Although best efforts were made to populate the group with a representative 
sample of the student body, the limited number of students who volunteered to participate 
in the focus group affected this plan.  Although the demographics did not perfectly match 
the population, the focus group did contain an acceptable variety of participants. 
 
Definitions  
Blended learning Courses that integrate online with traditional face-to-face 
class activities in a planned, pedagogically valuable 
manner, and where a portion (institutionally defined) of 
face-to-face time is replaced by online activity (Picciano, 
2007, p. 9) 
Hybrid/hybrid learning Another term used for courses or classes in which BL takes 
place (So & Brush, 2008).  
Learning experience A combination of the factors that students experience in the 
attainment of their educational goals:  satisfaction, 
engagement and motivation; successful acquisition of 
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knowledge; course completion; course delivery methods; 
and faculty and institutional support (Author). 
Persistence Often used interchangeably with retention; however, the 
National Center for Education Statistics differentiates this 
term from retention.  Persistence is a student-related 
measure of completion until a degree is earned.  Can also 
be used to describe completion of a course (Hagedorn, 
2005). 
Retention Refers to the ability of the institution to retain a student 
from admission through graduation (Berger & Lyon, 2005) 
 
Acronyms 
ANOVA Analysis of variance 
BL Blended learning 
BLE Blended learning environment 
CC Community college 
CCSSE Community College Survey of Student Engagement 
CMS Course management system 
CoI Community of Inquiry 
ENG 101 College English I 
ENG 102 College English II 
EoS End-of-semester 
F2F  Face-to-face 
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 FCCC  Faculty Council of Community Colleges, State University of New York 
FOL Fully online 
GPA Grade point average 
HPL How People Learn 
QUAL Qualitative data 
QUAN Quantitative data 
RQ Research question 
SUNY State University of New York 
SUNYUlster Ulster County Community College 
SWOT Strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, threats 
 
Organization of the Study 
In Chapter 1, the concept of BL is introduced and the goal set.  A thorough review 
of the literature is contained in Chapter 2.  The reader will find a discussion of BL and its 
theoretical foundation, the CC and its students, and an overview of the student learning 
experience.  
Chapter 3 describes the methodology that was used to answer the research 
questions and move to the goal of the dissertation:  to document the ways in which BL 
has changed the learning experience of CC students.  Each research question is followed 
by a detailed description of data collection and analysis techniques.  In Chapter 4, the 
results are presented in narrative form, supplemented with tables and charts. 
Chapter 5 ties the research to the goal.  Each research question is answered, and 
implications are combined with recommendations to present a holistic picture of the 
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blended learning experience of CC students.  The chapter ends with a comprehensive 
summary. 
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Chapter 2 
Review of the Literature 
 
 
As the dissertation investigated the blended learning experience of CC students, 
the literature review will provide the reader with an understanding of BL and its 
theoretical foundation, the CC, and its students.  The learning experience of CC students 
is described in the context of student satisfaction, which affects every aspect of a 
significant learning experience. 
 
Blended Learning 
Defining the concept of blended learning has been the topic of much discussion 
by those researching it.  According to Osguthorpe and Graham (2003),  BL is a process 
that combines F2F and distance delivery systems, utilizing the Internet and pedagogies 
that are focused on the unique needs of learners.  They rebuff the contention that anytime 
the Internet is used, it is considered BL.  Instructors using BLEs make a distinction:  
They seek to maximize the benefit of both delivery systems, using the World Wide Web 
for what it does best, and using classroom time for what it does best. 
Graham (2006) defines BL as a process that combines F2F instruction with 
computer-mediated instruction.  He rejects earlier, broad definitions that maintain BL 
combines delivery media or instructional methods.  It is his position that those definitions 
dilute the real meaning of BL and that it would be difficult to find learning systems that 
did not make use of multiple instructional methods or delivery media.  Instead, he prefers 
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the more specific definition involving F2F instruction and the central role computer-
based technologies play in BL.  
Another definition, by Garnham and Kaleta (2002), adds the element of replaced 
seat time to the combination of F2F and online activities.  To add to the convolution  of 
definitions, Garnham and Kaleta use the term hybrid to define what is currently referred 
to as blended in the literature.  The goal of hybrid, or blended, courses is not only to 
combine the best features of F2F and FOL learning, but to promote active independent 
learning, reduce seat time, and to redesign some course content into new learning 
activities, such as case studies, tutorials, self-testing exercises, simulations, and online 
group collaborations.  In much of the early literature on BL, a distinction was not made as 
to the absence or presence of reduced seat-time, but more on the addition of technology-
supported learning activities added onto a classroom environment that was originally F2F 
(Bliuc, Goodyear, & Ellis, 2007). 
The question of definition, and the terms used to describe it, becomes important in 
research so that consistency can be attained and valid inferences can be made.  The 
current literature contains discourse on a variety of “blended” and “hybrid” topics, but 
Osguthorpe and Graham (2003) maintain that the term blended best describes the balance 
and harmony sought in the course delivery method.  The key, states Skibba (2006), is that 
the BL course is learner-centered, providing a variety of choices, meaningful activities, 
and opportunities for student interaction.   
Allen et al. (2007) define blended courses as having between 30% and 79% of 
content delivered online.  They state that blended courses (which they also refer to as 
hybrid) “typically [use] online discussions, and typically [have] some face-to-face 
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meetings” (p. 5).  FOL is defined as more than 80% of content delivered online, and 
courses with 29% or less online content as “web facilitated,” but essentially F2F.  Those 
courses that have no online technology use are labeled as “traditional”. 
For purposes of the study, the investigator used the following definition, agreed 
upon by invited participants at the 2005 Sloan-C Workshop on Blended Learning 
(Picciano, 2007, p. 9): 
Courses that integrate online with traditional face-to-face class activities in a 
planned, pedagogically valuable manner, and where a portion (institutionally 
defined) of face-to-face time is replaced by online activity. 
The term used to define the courses in which BL takes place will be referred to as 
blended. 
The key phrase in the above definition is integration in a planned, pedagogically 
valuable manner.  Undesirable blends can take place which bring together the 
weaknesses of F2F and FOL learning, rather than the strengths.  For instance, the F2F 
portion of the course may emphasize poorly-delivered lectures with no student 
participation, and the online element may stress tedious, over-prompted practice 
(Osguthorpe & Graham, 2003).   
Graham (2006) illustrates the importance of understanding the strengths and 
weaknesses inherent in F2F and BLEs by using the example of class discussions.   
Besides being one of the most common instructional methods, class discussions focus on 
learner interaction, rather than knowledge transmission.  This makes the class discussion  
an excellent vehicle in which to analyze which type of instruction is best suited to meet 
instructional goals.  For instance, one of the strengths of BLEs is that student 
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participation is increased because time and space constraints are removed; this would be 
advantageous in large-enrollment classes in that everyone has the opportunity to 
contribute to a class discussion.  Conversely, instructors may choose to use classroom  
time for discussions if they find students are procrastinating and may be unmotivated; a 
lively F2F discourse, where enthusiasm for the topic can be communicated through voice 
and gesture, may be the best choice in those circumstances.  Graham notes, however, that 
a weakness of F2F discussions is that dominant personalities may control the discussion 
at the expense of shy or quiet students.  In that case, perhaps an online discussion, where 
students are afforded the time for more thoughtful reflection on the topic, would be best 
suited to meet instructional goals. 
BL’s strengths and weaknesses were further studied by Jackson and Helms (2008) 
who concluded that blended, or hybrid, courses are characterized by the best and the 
worst of both online and F2F formats.   They utilized the method of SWOT analysis, a 
technique that facilitates free-form discussion and helps to identify key criteria and issues 
surrounding a problem or decision.  The term SWOT is an acronym for its components: 
strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, and threats.  They surveyed students in three 
sections of two senior-level business courses about how the students perceived the BL 
experience.  Results showed that students cited an almost equal number of strengths as 
weaknesses, suggesting the existence of trade-offs in the BLE, and that some of the 
strengths were simultaneously listed as weaknesses.  For example, the advantage of 
spending less time in class may be identified by a student as a strength, while having less 
time in the classroom for learning from the professor or other students may be recognized 
as a weakness.  Jackson and Helms admit that their findings differ from prior research, 
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and suggest that future researchers validate their findings with additional student 
respondents. 
Results of studies done on the impact of BL on the learning experience range  
from no significant difference to the transformation of higher education.  Carmel and 
Gold (2007) used the constructs of student satisfaction, retention, and grade point average 
(GPA) to determine the effect course modality had on program success.  As the subjects 
self-selected either blended or F2F course modality, the authors suggest that the students  
possessed the attributes likely to have made their learning experiences satisfactory in the 
chosen modalities.  There were no significant differences in satisfaction, retention, or 
GPA between the F2F or blended classes.       
Other studies highlight the challenges students may encounter in BLEs.  In his 
review of research on BL, Vaughan (2007) cites earlier work that identified four key 
challenges facing students new to BL:  the expectation that fewer F2F classes meant less 
work, inadequate time management skills, difficulty accepting responsibility for personal 
learning, and problems with the technologies relating to the online portion of the course.    
Students did not perceive listening to lectures as work per se, but felt that online activities 
were work, even though the activities may have taken the same amount of time the 
students would have spent in class (Aycock, Garnham, & Kaleta, 2002, cited in Vaughan, 
2007).    Taking responsibility for their own learning, as opposed to passively learning 
through the traditional lecture format, was also a challenge for new BL students. The 
active nature of learning in a BLE initially may cause some students to feel unprepared.   
Student support is important in any learning situation, and the blended modality 
provides opportunity for support that may not be available in the exclusively F2F format.  
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For instance, Hughes (2007) compared two blended classes with proactive instructor 
support to a previous iteration of the class in a strictly F2F format where support was not 
stressed.  The instructor used the time freed-up by students’ online activities to identify 
and monitor at-risk learners, those who were not logging on or communicating regularly 
online or who did not complete formative assignments.  Support targeted to these 
students was mainly online, but also included telephone and F2F contact.  The support 
was of an administrative, technical, motivational, or academic nature.  Hughes reported 
that, when compared to the F2F class, the BL classes showed higher percentages of 
student work submissions and lower rates of fail/incomplete submissions, reasons for 
non-completion of the course.  
McFarlin (2008) found that final student grades were 9.9% higher in courses 
delivered in a blended format than those exclusively F2F.  BL courses used online 
components to prepare students for F2F lectures.  Students were able to watch online 
lectures at their own pace, as often as they wanted, so that they were prepared to tackle 
advanced material in the classroom.  He credits this additional  exposure to course 
material as increasing student learning. 
BL has tremendous potential to transform higher education (Garrison & Kanuka, 
2004).  As the Internet and electronic communication technologies have transformed 
much of society, those components have also transformed education.  FOL learning holds 
the advantage of allowing students to be both together and apart, connected to a learning 
community without being bound by place or time. Similarly, BL facilitates a community 
of learners who are connected through Internet communication technologies.  When 
combining the emphasis on writing in an electronic communication, which encourages 
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reflection, with fast-paced, spur-of-the-moment verbal communication, learning 
possibilities are increased.  The F2F community-building opportunities, together with the 
open communication and unlimited access to information on the Internet, makes BL 
particularly effective at facilitating a community of learning and inquiry.  Free and open 
dialog, critical debate, negotiation, and agreement are the hallmarks of higher education.   
Theoretical Foundation  
 
As BL is a relatively new concept, researchers are still in the process of 
determining which theories provide the foundation for learning in a blended environment.  
Conceptual, or theoretical, models can allow researchers to put forth testable hypotheses 
about preconditions and activities that would result in high levels of learning and student 
satisfaction.  Conceptual models form the framework around which to design better BLEs 
(Shea, 2007). 
According to Shea (2007), a conceptual framework should include answers to 
questions on how learning occurs in general, how it takes place among adult learners, and 
how it happens in technology-mediated environments.   He suggests Bransford, Brown, 
and Cocking’s (2000) How People Learn (HPL) framework to view learning in a blended 
environment generally.   Bransford and his colleagues found that successful learning 
environments shared the characteristics of being learner-centered, knowledge-centered, 
assessment-centered, and community-centered.  Shea goes on to explain the HPL 
framework in terms of BL.   
For BLEs to be learner-centered, activities must center on the goals, objectives, 
needs, and interests of the learner.   Instructors and designers should not only understand 
who their students are, but also they should create learning activities that align with their 
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students’ abilities—and passions—and that put learners in active roles.  For instance, it is 
desirable to help students understand that their approaches to learning vary, and that they 
can leverage their strengths and different approaches to make the most of the learning 
experience.   Although Shea (2007) concedes that these issues are also implied in 
principles of good practice in undergraduate education, the concern in blended 
environments is how to give learners more responsibility, ownership, and understanding 
of their learning.   
In relation to knowledge-centeredness, BLEs can utilize mechanisms available in 
F2F and online instruction to emphasize active learning that centers on depth of 
understanding.  Knowledge-centered environments focus on enhancing understanding, 
rather than on memorization; students participate in the discipline, instead of simply 
learning about it (Shea, 2007).  BLEs provide the setting in which to combine F2F and 
online pedagogy to effectively promote learning with understanding. 
Assessment-centered BLEs, as described by Shea (2007), should help learners 
“make their thinking visible” (p. 23), so that they may gain feedback and assessment of 
their understanding.  In designing quality learning environments, certain types of 
assessment are more effective in person or online, and rationales for choosing one type of 
modality over the other should facilitate frequent evaluation of understanding.  BLEs  
present the opportunity for designing assessments that provide formative feedback, not 
only conventional, summative evaluation. 
Finally, the fourth characteristic of the HPL framework centers on community.   
Learning environments that promote a sense of connectedness, collaboration, and safety 
are more effective in fostering learning (Bransford et al., 2000, as cited in Shea, 2007).   
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Through the integration of online and F2F activities, learning experiences can be 
designed for the BLE that increase students’ cooperation to achieve learning (Shea, 
2007).  A more detailed discussion of community will be presented toward the end of this 
section. 
To follow through on Shea’s (2007) vision of a conceptual framework for BL, 
understanding how adults learn is an important lens through which to view BL.  Perhaps 
the best known theory of adult learning is that of andragogy.  Knowles (2005) compared 
the popular theory of pedagogy, the art and science of teaching children, with a more 
accurate model for teaching adults, andragogy.  He maintained that the assumptions we 
make about teaching children do not hold true for adults.  For instance, in the pedagogical 
model, learners are dependent personalities, learning what the teacher teaches and having 
little say in what is taught and how instruction is delivered.  The andragogical model 
allows for learner self-direction, and the role of the teacher becomes that of a guide, co-
inquirer, or resource person.  Table 1 compares the assumptions inherent in the 
pedagogical and andragogical models. 
Knowles (2005) is careful to point out that the models of pedagogy and 
andragogy are not mutually exclusive, although he originally presented them as such in 
his early writings (1970).  Through the years, teachers in elementary and secondary 
schools adopted some of the tenets of andragogy and found that they worked well with 
their students.  Conversely, some teachers of adults found instances where the 
andragogical model did not work.  In practice, Knowles recommended that educators  
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Table 1.  Comparison of Pedagogical and Andragogical Models 
Assumption Pedagogy Andragogy 
 
The need to know 
 
Learners must learn what 
the teacher teaches. 
 
Learners discover for 
themselves what they know 
now and what they need to 
learn. 
 
The learners’ self-concept Learners are dependent 
upon the teacher. 
Learners are responsible for 
their own learning; they are 
self-directed. 
 
The role of experience Learners’ experience is of 
little value; that of the 
teacher, textbook author, 
audio-visual producer, etc., 
is foremost.  Methodology 
is that of transmittal; e.g., 
lecture, assigned readings. 
Emphasis is on experiential 
techniques that value the 
experience of the learner; 
e.g., group discussion, 
problem-solving, case 
method, peer-helping 
activities. 
 
Readiness to learn Learners are prepared to 
learn what the teacher 
dictates they learn, in order 
to get a grade or pass the 
class. 
 
Adult learners come 
prepared to learn what they 
need to know in order to 
deal with real-life situations. 
Orientation to learning Learners acquire subject-
matter content; instruction 
is organized according to 
subject matter objectives. 
 
Learners are life-centered; 
they perceive that learning 
will help them accomplish 
tasks in real-life situations. 
Motivation Learners are primarily 
motivated by external 
factors:  grades, teacher 
approval, parental pressures. 
 
Learners are responsive to 
some external motivators 
(e.g., better jobs, 
promotions, higher salaries, 
etc.), but the most 
compelling motivators are 
internal (e.g., increased job 
satisfaction, self-esteem, 
quality of life, etc.). 
 
Based on Knowles, M. S., Holton, E. F., III, & Swanson, R. A. (2005). The Adult Learner 
 (6th ed.). Burlington, MA: Elsevier. 
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determine which assumptions are practical in a given situation.  Sometimes a pedagogical 
approach is appropriate, such as when an adult learner is dependent because of the 
newness of the subject matter, or if he has no previous experience with the content area.  
However, the ideological pedagog and andragog part ways when moving forward.  The 
pedagog will insist that learners remain dependent upon the teacher, whereas the 
ideological andragog will strive to help learners take increasing responsibility for their 
own learning. 
The last of Shea’s (2007) elements of a BL framework hinges on how learning 
occurs in technology-mediated environments.  The Community of Inquiry (CoI) model 
integrates the constructs of cognitive presence, social presence, and teaching presence  to 
guide the design of meaningful learning experiences.  Originally developed by Garrison, 
Anderson, and Archer (2000) as a framework for online learning, Garrison and Vaughan 
(2008) have applied the CoI model to BL.    
The essence of the CoI framework is depicted graphically in Figure 1.  It 
illustrates  the interdependence between and among the presences, each supporting the 
others.   Garrison et al. (2000) maintain that these elements are “crucial prerequisites for 
a successful higher educational experience” (p. 87).   Most basic to achievement in higher 
education is cognitive presence, which they define as the extent to which learners in a 
CoI are able to construct meaning through sustained communication.  An essential 
element of critical thinking, cognitive presence is identified in an online environment by 
discourse encompassing a sense of puzzlement, exchange of information, connection of 
ideas, and application of new ideas.  Garrison and his colleagues argue that although 
computer (text-based) communication lacks the dynamics of F2F dialog, it has the 
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advantage of providing time for reflection.  The literature suggests that written 
communication facilitates higher-order learning objectives, such as careful and critical 
thinking about complex issues (Garrison et al., 2000). 
 
 
Figure 1.  Elements of an Educational Experience 
 
From Garrison, D. R., Anderson, T., & Archer, W. (2000). Critical inquiry in a text-based  
 
environment:  Computer conferencing in higher education. The Internet and Higher  
 
Education, 2(2-3), 87-105. Used with permission of the author. 
 
 
Learning does not occur in a vacuum, and the element of social presence sustains 
the establishment of cognitive presence.  Garrison et al. (2000) define social presence as 
the ability of  CoI members to project themselves socially and emotionally through the 
communication medium.  Social presence is important to the affective goals of education, 
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where participants find group membership enjoyable and fulfilling, so they remain in the 
cohort of learners.  Indicators of social presence include emotional expression, open 
communication, and group cohesion.  Garrison et al. note that the capacity to express 
emotions, such as closeness, warmth, and attraction, are reduced or eliminated in a text-
based environment.  However, humor and self-disclosure can help bring participants 
together.  Humor invites conversation, and self-disclosure increases trust, support, and a 
sense of belonging by sharing feelings, attitudes, experiences, and interests.   More 
recently Derks, Fischer, and Bos (2008) have noted that the popularity of chat programs, 
blogs, support lists, Internet dating, and the widespread use of emoticons (emotional 
icons) has made expression of emotion in computer-mediated communication 
commonplace. 
Open communication is another indicator of social presence in a CoI.  Garrison et 
al. (2000) describe open communication as “reciprocal and respectful exchanges” (p. 
100) among group members.  Mutual awareness, the realization that others are present 
and acknowledging messages, builds group cohesiveness and is part of the open 
communication concept.  Group members are concerned with the comments and 
contributions of others and this leads to recognition, another aspect of open 
communication.  Garrison et al. maintain that discourse in a CoI must be not only open 
and truthful, but also supportive; this can be accomplished by recognizing, or 
acknowledging, individual contributions, and by appreciating and encouraging others.   
Finally, the third indicator of social presence is group cohesion, or the sense of 
group commitment.  Garrison et al. (2000) assert that group cohesion facilitates critical 
inquiry and the quality of discourse; members see themselves as part of a group, rather 
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than individuals, and they share personal meaning.  In a BLE, Garrison and Vaughan 
(2008) suggest that sustained discourse and collaborative activities build and maintain 
group cohesion and that beginning these activities in a F2F environment allows students 
an extended opportunity to construct meaning and confirm understanding when the 
discourse and collaborative activity is moved online.   
Teaching presence is the final of the three essential elements of a CoI.  Garrison et 
al. (2000) define this element as the design and facilitation of the educational experience.  
The design includes the presentation of course content, selection of learning activities, 
and the development of assessments; these functions are normally performed by the 
teacher, although teaching presence may be provided by any of the CoI participants.  The 
facilitation function can also be shared among students and the teacher; Akyol, Garrison, 
and Ozden (2009) make note that the term is teaching, not teacher, so that sharing of 
responsibilities is emphasized. 
Teaching presence is indicated by instructional management, building 
understanding, and direct instruction.  Instructional management involves planning and 
organizational guidelines, such as setting curriculum, designing assessments, and 
establishing deadlines.  Building understanding occurs when individual contributions are 
acknowledged and reinforced, discussion is focused, and less active participants are 
drawn in.  Direct instruction, as the term implies, is concerned with content, answering 
questions, and guiding and summarizing discussions (Garrison et al., 2000).  In a BLE 
especially, teaching presence is the unifying force in bringing together the cognitive and 
social presences.  Its unifying force helps sustain a CoI when students are shifting 
between F2F and computer mediated communication (Garrison & Vaughan, 2008). 
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Community Colleges and Their Students 
The first public 2-year college, Joliet Junior College in Illinois, was founded in 
1901 as a general liberal arts institution (http://www.aacc.nche.edu/Content/Navigation 
Menu/AboutCommunityColleges/HistoricalInformation/PasttoPresent/Past_to_ 
Present.htm ).  CCs have come a long way over the past 100 years, all the while 
responding to community needs.  Nationwide, current enrollment in public 2-year 
colleges comprises 53% of all college student enrollment at the undergraduate level 
(National Center for Education Statistics, 2008b).    
Although several major issues separate the CC culture from that of the 4-year 
college or university, most striking is the mission of each organization.  While the 
university's goal is to grant degrees, the CC was founded to respond to community needs 
(Lane, 2003).  Its open door policy—and low cost—allows anyone who wants to obtain a 
higher education to get one.  Therefore, the student body is disproportionately high in 
nontraditional and at-risk students compared to 4-year institutions.  Once students are 
enrolled, the CC will provide support services, including counseling, academic advising, 
financial aid, flexible scheduling, and even child care, in order to serve its diverse 
population (Vaughan, 2006).   BL, with its inherent flexibility, is an attractive alternative 
or supplement to campus-based courses. 
Students flock to CCs for a variety of reasons:  low tuition, proximity to home, 
remediation, skill building, vocational training, and transfer opportunities (Miller, Pope, 
& Steinmann, 2005).  The typical CC student differs from the average student attending a 
public 4-year college in a number of ways.  CC students are older, female, from lower-
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income families, and typically more of them are enrolled in developmental or remedial 
courses. 
The average age of a CC student is 29, and 39% of the students are the first in 
their family to attend college (http://www2.aacc.nche.edu/research/index.htm).   By 
comparison, the average age of the 4-year college student is 24 (Provasnik & Planty, 
2008).  Over half, 57%, of all CC students are female, and 60% of part-time students are 
female (National Center for Education Statistics, 2008).  Between the years 2000 and 
2007, enrollment of females increased at a faster rate (13%) than that of males (8%).  The 
National Center for Education Statistics (2009) predicts that this pattern of increased 
female enrollment will continue, at least through 2018.  Maddox (2006) notes that many 
CC students are women with young families who are trying to better their lives and those 
of their families by obtaining a degree or vocational skill.  Miller et al. (2005) found that 
CC students experienced three major challenges in pursuing a postsecondary education:  
achieving academic success, balancing academic and personal life, and paying for 
college.    
The Community College Survey of Student Engagement (CCSSE, 2007) found 
that most CC students have jobs; 57% work more than 20 hours per week compared to 
only 15% of 4-year college students.  In terms of students having to care for dependents, 
33% of CC students spend 11 hours or more per week caring for dependents, compared to 
10% of 4-year college students.  Provasnik and Planty (2008) report that roughly 65% of 
students in public and private 4-year institutions themselves are considered dependent 
(i.e., under 24 years old and not financially independent from their parents), while 61% of 
CC students are considered independent students.  In terms of income, both dependent 
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and independent CC students have lower average household incomes than those enrolled 
in 4-year colleges. When compared with poverty thresholds, 26% of CC students were in 
the lowest income level in 2003-04, compared with 20% of students in public and private 
not-for-profit 4-year institutions. 
  The National Center for Education Statistics (2007) estimates that 59% of all 2-
year college students are attending part-time.  This in itself presents challenges for both 
the CCs and their students.  According to the CCSSE (2007), attending on a part-time 
basis puts students at risk of not persisting or attaining degrees.  They suggest building 
engagement opportunities into the classroom experience or making them mandatory, such 
as requiring part-time students to meet with advisors.  Creative scheduling, taking into 
consideration the needs of part-time students, can also help in reducing risk.   
In fulfilling its open access mission, the CC offers an array of developmental 
courses to prepare those students lacking reading, mathematical, or writing skills for 
college-level coursework.  A survey of beginning CC students in 2003-04 showed that 
29% self-reported having taken some remedial coursework in their first year.  This 
contrasts with 19% at public 4-year colleges.  In actuality, the figures are likely higher, as 
the survey only canvassed students in their first year, and some respondents may have 
been unaware a course was remedial or did not report it for other reasons (Provasnik & 
Planty, 2008). 
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The Learning Experience of Community College Students 
This section will describe the elements that make up the learning experience of 
CC students.  As mentioned previously, for purposes of this dissertation, the learning 
experience will encompass student satisfaction, engagement and motivation; successful 
acquisition of knowledge; course completion (persistence); course delivery methods; and 
faculty and institutional support.  Although some authors compartmentalize the learning 
experience into what happens in the classroom (Fink, 2003), others broaden their scope to 
include other variables, such as faculty and institutional support, financial aid, and quality 
of instruction (Herbert, 2006).  This section of the literature review will illustrate the 
interconnection among the elements of the student learning experience. 
So and Brush (2008) define student satisfaction as “an affective learning outcome 
indicating the degree of: (a) learner reaction to values and quality of learning, and (b) 
motivation for learning” (p. 323).  An understanding of the elements of student 
satisfaction, while related to engagement and motivation, can be gained by looking at the 
items most likely to be measured by higher education institutions in determining the 
satisfaction of their own students. 
The Noel-Levitz Student Satisfaction survey, in the version designed for CCs,  
includes the following scales measuring student satisfaction (Bryant, 2006): 
• Academic advising and counseling.  The comprehensiveness of a CC’s advising 
program, including advisor knowledge, competence, approachability, and concern 
for student success. 
• Academic services.  Services, such as library, computer labs, tutoring, and study 
areas. 
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• Admissions and financial aid.  The institution’s ability to enroll students 
efficiently; the competence and knowledge of admissions counselors and the 
availability of financial aid programs. 
• Campus climate.  The extent to which a community college fosters activities that 
promote a sense of campus pride and feelings of belonging; the proficiency of 
communication channels with students. 
• Campus support services.  The quality of support services that allow students to 
make their educational experiences more meaningful and productive; programs 
and services such as career counseling and new-student orientation. 
• Concern for the individual.  Groups dealing with students on a personal level 
(such as faculty, advisors, and campus staff) and their commitment to treating 
each student as an individual. 
• Instructional effectiveness.  The effectiveness of students’ academic experiences, 
the curriculum, and the institution’s commitment to academic excellence; the 
effectiveness of faculty inside and outside the classroom, course content, and 
sufficiency of course offerings. 
• Registration effectiveness.  The institution’s commitment to making the 
registration and billing process as smooth and effective as possible.    
• Responsiveness to diverse populations.  Commitments to populations that are 
historically underrepresented in higher education:  those with disabilities, 
commuters, part-time students, and older, returning students. 
• Safety and security.  The effectiveness of security personnel and campus facilities 
that promote students’ personal safety and security on campus.  
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• Service excellence.  The perceived attitudes of CC staff, particularly those dealing 
with students directly. 
• Student centeredness.  The extent to which students feel welcome and valued. 
The CCSSE (2008) measures characteristics of the student experience that are 
linked to student success.  The five benchmarks that gauge the most important aspects of 
the student experience are described here: 
• Active and collaborative learning.  Students learn better when they are actively 
involved in their education and can apply what they learn in different contexts.  
Examples of active and collaborative learning include asking questions in class, 
making presentations, and working with classmates outside of class to prepare 
assignments. 
• Student effort.  Students who apply themselves to the learning process, spending 
“time on task,” are likely to achieve their educational goals.  Studying, rehearsing, 
using peer or other tutoring, and reading for academic enrichment are indicators 
of student effort. 
• Academic challenge.  Challenging and creative coursework is central to student 
learning and quality of education.  The standards and expectations of instructors, 
the complexity of cognitive tasks presented to students, and assessment 
instruments that challenge students to do their best are indicators of the quality of 
learning. 
• Student-faculty interaction.  Personal interaction with faculty helps students learn 
more effectively, and they are more likely to persist in attaining their educational 
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goals.  This interaction strengthens the student’s connection to the college, and 
faculty become role models, mentors, and guides in encouraging lifelong learning. 
• Support for learners.  Student satisfaction is higher at colleges that are committed 
to their success; CC students in particular benefit from career planning and 
academic skill development.  Colleges that nurture positive working and social 
relationships among different campus groups are also rated higher in student 
satisfaction. 
The items listed above encompass many aspects of the student learning 
experience and some similarity among items should be noted.  Satisfaction with other 
course modalities, such as BL and FOL, relies on many of the same constructs.  So and 
Brush (2008) developed a questionnaire on student perceptions of collaborative learning, 
social presence, and satisfaction in a BLE.  Among the items used to measure student 
satisfaction were engagement (participation in discussions), perceived usefulness of the 
course learning experience, and achievement of learning expectations.   
The Federal Interagency Committee on Education officially granted students the 
status of consumer in 1975 (Stark & Terenzini, 1978, as cited in Wurst, Smarkola, & 
Gaffney, 2008).  Often used in an educational setting, the customer satisfaction measure, 
disconfirmatory, gauges service provider performance by comparing it to the 
expectations of the consumer.  If the assumed expectations are met, the service encounter 
is deemed satisfactory; if expectations are not met, the consumer’s experience is 
unsatisfactory (Wurst et al., 2008).  Jackson and Helms (2008) note that meeting or 
exceeding student expectations in the use and application of technology affects their 
perception of  the quality of education.   
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Measurements assessing student satisfaction with FOL environments center on 
faculty and institutional support.  Herbert (2006) studied online students in a medium-
sized Midwestern state university (n=122) and found that the most highly ranked variable 
in terms of importance and satisfaction was faculty responsiveness to student needs.  
Other variables measured were: quality of online instruction, timely faculty feedback to 
students, timely institutional response to students’ questions, frequency of student and 
instructor interaction, availability of adequate financial aid, and the importance of 
student-to-student collaboration.    
 The term satisfaction is defined in the vernacular as fulfillment, gratification, or 
contentment (http://dictionary.reference.com/browse/satisfaction).  Why is it important 
that students be gratified or content?  Can they be dissatisfied and still succeed or learn?   
Can colleges and universities retain students regardless of their degree of satisfaction or 
contentment?  The measures of satisfaction illustrated above describe which elements 
make up the construct, but an exploration into the effects satisfaction has on both the 
student and the educational institution would be helpful in determining its significance. 
Bean and Bradley (1986) explored the relationship between performance and 
satisfaction.  An interesting discovery they made related to the differences between men 
and women in the effect satisfaction had on grade point average (GPA), the measure they 
used to represent academic performance.   For men, satisfaction did not play as prominent 
a role in performance as it did in women; men were able to perform well or poorly 
independent of their level of satisfaction.  Men’s levels of satisfaction were influenced 
more by academic integration, defined as being “interested, motivated, and confident as a 
student” (p. 395). For women, the effect of satisfaction on GPA was nearly twice as large 
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as the effect of GPA on satisfaction.  Bean and Bradley’s study was limited by the fact 
that their sample consisted of white, single university students with a GPA of at least 2.0.  
Today’s college student population is quite different.  However, it does serve to illustrate 
that relationships exist between student satisfaction and, as measured by GPA, student 
success. 
Astin (1993) studied the factors that affect students’ college experiences.  Lack of 
student community, one of the variables measured by Astin, was associated with not 
wanting to re-enroll in the same college.  Lack of student community pertains to poor 
socialization among students, little contact among students, and student apathy.  It has, 
according to Astin, the strongest direct negative effect on student satisfaction with the 
overall college experience.  In addition, it impacts negatively on emotional health and 
student life.  Conversely, lack of student community has a direct positive effect on the 
view that the primary benefit of college is to increase one’s earning power. It would 
appear that creating a stronger sense of community would increase student satisfaction, 
emotional health, and students’ positive perceptions of the college experience. 
A strong sense of community in the classroom was found to positively impact 
student enjoyment and learning by McKinney, McKinney, Franiuk, and Schweitzer 
(2006).  The  constructs of connection, participation, safety, support, belonging, and 
empowerment defined sense of community, and the researchers measured its effect on 
three dependent variables:  performance on course exams, perception of learning, and 
satisfaction with the course.  McKinney and his colleagues found a strong relationship 
between sense of community and each of the three variables.  After  the experimental 
treatment (classroom activities supporting sense of community) was applied, students 
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perceived they learned better, they scored higher on exams, and they felt satisfied with 
the course.  It can be inferred from these results that the three variables interacted to 
produce an enhanced learning experience. 
Connectedness and learning, dimensions of classroom community,  were 
examined as constructs being present at increased levels in a BLE as compared to F2F or 
FOL by Rovai and Jordan (2004).   Participants in blended classes scored significantly 
higher on learning than those in FOL classes and exhibited a similar sense of community 
as those in F2F classes.  The authors note that the convenience of the online portion of 
BLEs, without the loss of F2F contact present in FOL courses, may allow students to 
avoid the feelings of isolation reported by many in an FOL environment.   
The power of BL to influence student learning and satisfaction in the three 
methods of instructional delivery:  F2F, FOL, and BL was investigated by Lim, Kim, 
Chen, and Ryder (2008).  They found that students in the BL group had significantly 
greater satisfaction levels with their overall learning experience as compared to the F2F 
group.  There was no significant difference, however, between the FOL and F2F groups.  
Similarly, students in the FOL and BL groups had significantly higher levels of 
achievement than the F2F group. 
More recently,  Larson and Sung (2009) conducted a three-way comparison 
among FOL, BL, and F2F delivery modes. The same course taught by one instructor, but 
utilizing a different delivery mode, was examined. Using exams and final grades, they 
determined that there were no significant differences among the three modalities.  Using 
student evaluation surveys, however, they noted interesting results.  Regarding the 
construct of student satisfaction, they found that 52% of students felt that their interest in 
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the subject (Management Information Systems) increased as a result of taking the 
blended course, versus 38% for FOL and 40% for F2F.  Motivation was also higher in the 
blended delivery mode: more students taking the BL class reported that they were 
motivated to work at their highest level, 78% for BL, 71% for FOL, and 52% for F2F. 
From an institutional viewpoint, student satisfaction has been linked to 
institutional success; colleges with high levels of student satisfaction benefit from higher 
retention and graduation rates, lower loan default rates, and increased alumni 
contributions (Miller, 2003, as cited in Bryant, 2006).  Colleges and universities can use 
the measurement of student satisfaction to identify their strengths and recognize areas 
that need improvement (Outcomes Working Group, 2003).  Cypress College, a CC 
located in California, regularly incorporates the results of student satisfaction surveys in 
their marketing plans.  When deciding which features of the college experience to 
market, they look toward areas where student satisfaction is high; conversely, the results 
of the surveys allow them to pinpoint product areas needing improvement before they are 
marketed to the public.  This attention to student satisfaction prevents them from 
marketing product areas that are deficient, thereby avoiding related retention and 
credibility issues (Cypress College, 2001).   
Colleges can also use student satisfaction to target priorities and allocate 
resources.  Santa Fe Community College, as sponsored by the U.S. Department of 
Education’s Title III-A Strengthening Institutions program, surveyed student satisfaction 
over the course of five years, using the Noel-Levitz Student Satisfaction Inventory.  The 
results of the first administration of the survey shocked the college and undermined its 
self-image as a caring institution, stressing small class sizes, individual attention, and 
37 
 
ease of access to faculty and staff.  Using the data from each of the annual surveys, Santa 
Fe Community College established an action plan each year to address specific student 
concerns.  By the end of the five-year grant period, fall-to-fall student retention in 
transfer-oriented programs increased from 60% to 75%.  Students in developmental 
classes increased their success rate on state-mandated course exit exams from 53% to 
65%.  Although hesitant to draw a strict cause-effect relationship between the 
improvements made by the institution and an increase in student satisfaction, Santa Fe 
Community College experienced a concurrent improvement in student satisfaction and 
performance (Kress, 2006). 
As can be seen by the foregoing discussion, student satisfaction affects every 
aspect of the learning experience.  Sometimes it is used interchangeably with the term 
engagement, as can be seen in the CCSSE (www.ccsse.org), an instrument often used by 
CCs in evaluating student satisfaction.  But the fact remains that without focusing on this 
particular construct, the student learning experience cannot be defined.  
 
Relationship of the Literature to the Study 
Blended learning has the potential to impact CCs and their students in terms of the 
entire learning experience.  As BL becomes more widespread, and colleges take the 
necessary first look at the phenomenon, they will need to know what they are getting into 
and how others have fared before them.  There is no doubt, based on the literature 
reviewed, that this is already happening.  There remain gaps, however, in the literature 
regarding  BL and the CC student learning experience; the dissertation will contribute to 
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closing this gap by providing a rich description of how BL has affected this large but 
relatively under-researched segment of higher education. 
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Chapter 3 
Methodology 
 
Introduction 
This chapter outlines the methodology involved in reaching the goal of the 
dissertation:  to document the ways in which BLEs are changing the CC learning 
experience.   The chapter will describe the research site and design, and will describe and 
define the approaches and data collection for each of the research questions (see 
Appendix B for IRB approval of research protocol).   Following will be a discussion of 
instrument development and format for presenting results.   
 
 
Research Site 
The investigation took place at Ulster County Community College (SUNYUlster), 
located in Stone Ridge, New York.  The college is classified as a rural, small community 
college, enrolling approximately 3300 students, 46% attending full-time.  The student 
body is 57% female, with 66% of students being 21 years old or under.  Sixty-five full-
time faculty members are employed by the college (Ulster County Community College, 
2008).  
  
 
 
 
 
40 
 
Research Design 
Based on their extensive review of research on BL, Bliuc, et al. (2007) state that 
current research should be more holistic in nature than previous research, taking into 
account the different components of the learning experience, how they are integrated, and 
what this means in terms of learning.  For BL, this would be gathering evidence about the 
online, or technology-supported aspect of the experience; evidence about the learning 
experience in a F2F context; and evidence of the connections between the two that would 
describe an integrated learning experience.  This dissertation holistically explored these 
complexities.  Sharpe, Benfield, Roberts, and Francis (2006) state that holistic studies on 
blended learning  “shed light on the complex interplay of the virtual and the physical and 
the choices that learners make in finding pathways to successful outcomes” (p. 54).   The 
qualitative and quantitative measures used contributed to understanding the complexities 
of the phenomenon. 
Overarching the research undertaken for the dissertation was the learning 
experience of CC students, as illustrated in Figure 2.   That is, the constructs of student 
satisfaction, engagement and motivation; successful acquisition of knowledge; course 
completion (persistence); course delivery methods; and faculty and institutional support 
drove the data collection.  This learning experience model was constructed as a result of a 
review of the literature undertaken by the author. 
Figure 2 shows in graphical form the interconnection among the learning 
experience elements that impact the student as discussed in the literature review.  It is this 
interconnection that makes it nearly impossible to segregate one construct from another. 
For instance, research on course delivery method will not adequately describe the  
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Figure 2.  The learning experience of community college students, as developed by the 
author. 
 
 
learning experience, as it cannot stand alone without mention of successful acquisition of 
knowledge or faculty support.  The data collection and analysis took into consideration 
all these elements, thereby maintaining its holistic nature.  
As stated in Chapter 1, the research questions are: 
1. How do students perceive the BL experience? 
2. What impact have BLEs had upon course completion and final grades? 
3. What are the faculty’s perspectives about changes in the delivery of 
instruction? 
4. How has the community college learning experience been changed as a 
consequence of BL? 
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Gay, Mills, and Airasian (2006) suggest a mixed method research design when 
neither quantitative nor qualitative methods alone will allow for a complete 
understanding of the phenomenon under study.  Creswell and Plano Clark (2007) define 
the mixed method approach as a design that mixes both qualitative and quantitative data 
in a single study.  Similar to the definition of BL, some researchers have used terms such 
as blended and hybrid to describe the integration or combination of data characteristic of 
mixed method research.  Similarly, Creswell and Plano Clark cite one of the advantages 
of mixed method research as being its ability to “offset the weaknesses of both 
quantitative and qualitative research” (p. 9).  Quantitative research weaknesses include its 
limitations on understanding the context or setting in which people talk, and the fact that 
the voices of participants are not directly heard; qualitative research compensates for 
these weaknesses.  Qualitative research, on the other hand, is subject to bias because of 
personal interpretations made by the researcher and the difficulties in generalizing to a 
large group because of the small number of participants studied.  Quantitative research, 
argue Creswell and Plano Clark, does not have these flaws. 
Creswell and Plano Clark (2007) describe four major types of mixed method 
designs: 
The Triangulation Design.  The most common and well-known of the mixed 
method designs, Triangulation involves simultaneously collecting qualitative and 
quantitative data, usually assigning equal weight to each.  Findings are based upon both 
data sets, which have been merged to one overall interpretation. 
The Embedded Design. This mixed methods design is based on one set of data 
providing a supporting, secondary role to another set of data of the other type.  For 
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example, qualitative data could be collected in an experimental design where the 
researcher wishes to determine the participants’ thoughts on the treatments.  Embedded 
designs can be used in either one-phase or two-phase approaches in answering different 
research questions. 
The Explanatory Design.  In this two-phase mixed method design, qualitative data 
are used to help explain or build upon quantitative results.  A researcher may first collect 
and analyze quantitative data and then, in the second phase of the study, collect and 
analyze qualitative data.  The study is designed so that the second phase data collection 
follows, or is connected to, the results of the first phase.   
The Exploratory Design.  This design is similar to the Explanatory Design, in that 
it consists of two phases and the first phase is used to inform the second phase.  However, 
the Exploratory Design begins with qualitative data collection.  It may be used in 
situations where the variables are unknown, instruments or measurements are 
nonexistent, or there is no guiding framework or theory.  Researchers may use this design 
to identify variables to examine quantitatively.   
Mixed method designs are frequently notated by a system first used by Morse 
(1991, as cited in Creswell & Plano Clark, 2007).  Uppercase letters denote the primary 
method in the study, quantitative (QUAN) or qualitative (QUAL); the plus symbol (+) 
denotes methods used at the same time, and the arrow ( →) indicates methods in a 
sequence.  For a Triangulation design, the designation would be QUAN + QUAL, noting 
that both quantitative and qualitative data are collected simultaneously and equally 
weighed in the investigation.    Similarly, the QUAL → quan designation would describe 
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a study where qualitative methods were used before the quantitative methods, with the 
qualitative data carrying more weight in the study (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2007). 
Diagrams help to visually organize mixed method studies, breaking down their 
complexity into manageable steps.  Ivankova, Creswell, and Stick (2006, as cited in 
Creswell & Plano Clark, 2007) developed a set of guidelines for drawing the diagrams.  
The guidelines, which include drawing boxes for the quantitative and qualitative data 
collection and analysis stages, were followed in the visual diagram created for this study 
which appears in Appendix C.   
The dissertation utilized the Triangulation Design described by Creswell and 
Plano Clark (2007).  The research, holistic in scope, included quantitative data on student 
satisfaction, grades (successful acquisition of knowledge), and course persistence.  
Overlapping—and complementing—these data was qualitative evidence in the form of a 
focus group consisting of current and former BL students.  Supplemental information on 
SUNYUlster faculty perspectives also was collected.   Responses by administrators to the 
analyzed data rounded out the investigation. 
 
Procedures and Data Collection 
The procedures and data collection used to accomplish the goal of documenting 
the ways in which BLEs are changing the community college learning experience will be 
discussed below according to research question (RQ).   Each RQ has a unique set of 
accessible data that require unique collection and analytical procedures.  For the benefit 
of the reader, this approach will result in a more meaningful description of the research 
rather than segregating data collection and analytical procedures into distinct topics.  
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RQ1:  How do students perceive the BL experience? 
 
At the research site, archival research existed that was undertaken when BL was 
first introduced at SUNYUlster.  This was in the form of end-of-semester (EoS) 
questionnaires distributed to students taking BL classes.  The first questionnaires were 
distributed at the end of the Fall 2005 semester and WinterNet (intersession) 2006.   The 
nature of some of the open-ended questions included in the questionnaire resulted in 
broad, ill-defined responses.  Therefore, the questions were revised for the Spring 2006 
semester to include a set of choices, taken from data extracted from the open-ended 
questions in the previous instrument.  This resulted in more usable data.  See Appendix D 
for a copy of the questionnaire as revised. 
The raw data from the revised questionnaires related to BL courses offered in five 
semesters: Spring 2006, Fall 2006, Spring 2007, Fall 2007, and Spring 2008.  The 
questionnaire was discontinued after the Spring 2008 semester.  Out of 49 sections of 
blended classes, responses were received from 24 sections, resulting in 276 surveys 
available for analysis.   As the questionnaire was developed independently from the 
proposed dissertation and for internal purposes at SUNYUlster, no specific reliability or 
validity tests were performed, but results showed consistent findings over the five 
semesters that the questionnaires were administered.  Only the demographics, opinion 
items, and questions relating to student satisfaction were used; the remaining questions 
dealt with specific courses and scheduling unique to SUNYUlster and would not benefit 
the research.  Descriptive statistics (Gay et al., 2006) were used to quantitatively describe 
the learning experience of the students in the earlier iterations of the BLE at 
SUNYUlster.   
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The scope of RQ1 included the present.  BL at SUNYUlster has remained 
relatively stable since its inception in relation to the number and type of courses offered.  
A focus group consisting of a purposeful sample of students enrolled in BL classes in the 
current semester was convened for the purpose of exploring student perceptions of their 
learning experience.   
Considerable care was given to the construction of the focus group, the data 
collection, and the analysis of the focus group data.  Stewart and Shamdasani (1990) 
characterize the focus group as a well-planned research endeavor, not a haphazard 
discussion of a group of people who happen to be available.  Thus, participants were 
recruited from several existing blended classes, being contacted personally by the 
investigator.   Out of 16 students expressing interest in participating, eight actually took 
part in the focus group.  Although all students in the classes were invited, a mix roughly 
resembling the SUNYUlster population responded; that is, there were more full-time 
students than part-time students, and females outnumbered males.  Respondents were 
offered gift cards in small denominations to participate.  The focus group convened for 
approximately 60 minutes on the SUNYUlster campus. 
Stewart and Shamdasani (1990) recommend that focus groups take place in a non-
descript setting with minimal distractions such as pictures, artwork, or props.  In addition, 
communication is facilitated when participants are seated neither too close nor too far 
apart.   Seating the group in a circle is advantageous for communication and also reduces 
the tendency for a particular member or members to emerge as dominating the 
discussion.  Therefore, a conference room with minimal wall decorations was chosen, 
and the seating was arranged as closely as possible to a circle. 
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The choice of moderator is also important to the effectiveness of the focus group 
data collection process (Morgan, 1997; Stewart & Shamdasani, 1990).  Stewart and 
Shamdasani (1990) suggest that an educational background in marketing is helpful, and 
they quote Langer (1978) in illustrating some of the personal traits of good qualitative 
moderators: 
• Are genuinely interested in hearing other people’s thoughts and feelings 
• Are expressive of their own feelings 
• Are animated and spontaneous 
• Have a sense of humor 
• Admit their own biases 
• Are insightful about people 
• Express thoughts clearly 
• Are flexible 
A moderator for the focus group was chosen who had experience in facilitating 
this type of research and who possessed most, if not all, of the above qualities.  The 
moderator had no stake in the outcome of the research, thus reducing bias.  The 
investigator attended the focus group and made notes on non-verbal communication, 
gestures, and behavioral responses occurring during the discussion (Stewart & 
Shamdasani, 1990).   
To ensure accurate data collection, the focus group interaction was audio-taped.  
Both Stewart and Shamdasani (1990) and Morgan (1997) recommend this form of data 
collection for focus groups.  Participants were informed of the taping and signed 
informed consent forms.   
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Data analysis began with transcription of the focus group discussion.  Participants 
were identified on the typed transcript only as male or female. The resulting document 
facilitated further analysis and established a permanent written record that could be 
shared with interested parties.  Added to the transcript were notes on observations taken 
by the investigator during the focus group discussions (Stewart & Shamdasani, 1990).   
The moderator also submitted a summary of the discussion.  The transcript, notes, and 
moderator summary were combined and coded manually according to themes.  As the 
focus group transcript identified participants only by gender, quotes were used in 
reporting the results. 
RQ2:  What impact have BLEs had upon course completion and final grades? 
 
The answer to this RQ involved quantitative research.  The college database at 
SUNYUlster contains a wealth of information on student course choices, completion, and 
grades.  Class sections are designated with codes that signify delivery method:  B 
indicates a blended class; S indicates an FOL class, and no code (blank) indicates that the 
class is offered in the traditional F2F format.  Therefore, queries to the database were 
performed that filtered classes according to delivery method, and comparisons were made 
of student success based on final grades, and completion rates which were based on the 
number of withdrawals. 
As most academic departments allow final exams and specific course content to 
be under the purview of the individual instructor, valid comparisons as to the efficacy of 
a specific course delivery method are difficult to make (Gay et al., 2006).   However, the 
English department at SUNYUlster requires all students in College English I (ENG 101) 
to take the same final exam, with the assumption that the material covered in the course is 
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similar.  According to published class schedules, from the fall 2006 semester up to and 
including the fall 2009 semester, 13 sections of ENG 101 were offered online, nine 
sections were in the BL format, and 173 sections were presented F2F.  This accounted for 
roughly 185 FOL students, 110 BL students, and 3,950 F2F students.  In only one 
semester were two sections of ENG 101 offered in the BL mode; in the others, only one 
section was available to students.  A random sample of three course sections in one 
semester, one in each modality, was chosen; this alleviated the possibility of a student 
repeating the class in another semester with a different delivery mode.   
The English department at SUNYUlster requires students to obtain a grade of C 
or above in ENG 101 to advance to College English II (ENG 102) in the following or a 
subsequent semester (Ulster County Community College, 2008).  The grades of students 
in each of the three class sections chosen (one each F2F, BL, FOL) were examined.   As 
grades are notated by letters at SUNYUlster, they were converted to numbers for 
purposes of statistical analysis.  Descriptive statistics were performed on the final grades 
to determine if there were any differences in mean scores.   
The following research hypothesis was tested: 
H1:  There will be a significant difference in levels of achievement among students 
taking ENG 101 in a F2F, BL, or FOL format. 
The null hypothesis was: 
H0:  There will be no significant difference in levels of achievement among 
students taking ENG 101 in a F2F, BL, or FOL format.  
The research hypothesis was non-directional, the dependent variable was final 
grades and the independent variable, with three levels, was course delivery method.  
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Rather than performing three separate t-tests, it is mathematically correct to perform an 
analysis of variance (ANOVA) in order to correct for alpha value inflation (Terrell, 
2003).  The ANOVA, according to Gay et al. (2006), is a “parametric test of significance 
used to determine where a significant difference exists between two or more means at a 
selected probability level” (p. 359).  The probability level, or alpha, that was used for 
analysis was .05.  The statistical software, SPSS (www.spss.com), was utilized for 
calculations.    
RQ3:  What are the faculty’s perspectives about changes in the delivery of instruction? 
 
It was important to know how faculty teaching BL courses perceived the 
experience.  Although research has shown (Dziuban et al., 2004) that faculty are 
generally satisfied with teaching blended courses, it was the intent of the dissertation to 
dig deeper into this part of the student learning experience.  Therefore, instructors who 
had taught or were currently teaching BL courses were interviewed in order to determine 
their perspectives on teaching in this delivery mode.  Specifically,  the semi-structured 
interviews probed for viewpoints on ease or difficulty in achieving course goals, 
problems inherent in teaching via the BL mode, enhancement of professional skills as a 
result of BL, and overall satisfaction.   Seven interviews took place and were audio taped.  
Seidman (2006) recommends that interviews be audio taped in order to preserve the 
words of the participants, and interviewers can return to the transcripts to check for 
accuracy.   
The following steps were taken to collect and analyze the data: 
1. The investigator transcribed the interviews from the digital recorder.  This 
allowed her to “know the interview better” (Seidman, 2006). 
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2. During the transcription process, preliminary categories were jotted down and 
given a code.   
3. Faculty were given a copy of their interview transcript to assure that it was 
consistent with their intended meaning (Gay et al., 2006).   
4. The investigator read through the printed transcripts, making notes and 
placing codes in margins.  Additional categories and sub-categories were 
discovered and given a code. 
5. Transcripts were re-read to catch overlooked categories or to apply codes to 
categories  that were newly discovered while reading subsequent transcripts. 
6. Relevant excerpts from interviews were typed under category or sub-category  
headings, noting the initials of the participant and page number of the 
transcript where the quote occurred (Seidman, 2006).   
7. Preliminary categories that had no transcript excerpts, i.e., no phrases from the 
interviewee to substantiate them, were deleted from the code list.    
8. Finally, categories and sub-categories were reviewed and combined to fall 
under each of the six interview questions. This brought the data together and 
organized them into analyzable form.  In addition, there were several 
categories that were found to stand on their own and became a part of the 
analysis of the faculty interviews. 
The data analysis and coding was accomplished manually using word-processing 
software.  The amount of data collected, although large, was not considered 
overwhelming; thus, qualitative data analysis software was not used. 
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RQ4:  How has the community college learning experience been changed as a 
consequence of BL? 
  
This RQ was possibly the most important of the proposed dissertation:  It tied 
together the research that was conducted initially with the goal of the dissertation.   The 
president, vice-president, dean of academic affairs, and registrar of SUNYUlster were 
presented with the results of the first three RQs and asked for written comments, i.e., to 
note if there were any surprises in the data (e.g., were the results better or worse than they 
expected), and if they saw any new opportunities or challenges contained within the data. 
Gay et al. (2006) state that qualitative research is descriptive and nonnumerical;  the 
researcher may choose which type of data collected will contribute to understanding the 
phenomenon.   In this case, written comments were the most helpful in answering RQ4 
and facilitated deeper, more well-thought-out responses than would be possible with an 
off the cuff interview.   
The analyzed results were presented to the administrators in the form of a packet 
that was organized according to RQ.  This document later became an invaluable tool in 
tying the data from various sources together.  It made possible comparisons and contrasts 
among respondent groups and contributed to the holistic analysis that was desired for the 
dissertation.  Graphs were generated for the EoS questionnaire Likert-type responses, and 
this made it easier to note trends and possible discrepancies among responses grouped by 
semester.  Quotes from focus group participants and faculty interviewees were also 
included.  The format was informal in nature, mostly in the form of bullet points, and this 
fluidity contributed to its ease of use, both for the administrators and the investigator. 
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Instrument Development 
Two instruments were developed for the dissertation:  
 
1.  A moderator’s guide for the focus group 
2. An interview guide for faculty  
These instruments are discussed below. 
Moderator’s Guide 
 
Stewart and Shamdasani (1990) consider the construction of a focus group to be a 
research instrument; the development of an interview guide and the selection of 
participants constitute the instrument.  Therefore, this discussion focuses on the 
interview, or moderator’s, guide and the composition of the proposed group.   
The moderator’s guide was developed to set the agenda of the focus group 
(Stewart & Shamdasani, 1990).  In order to achieve the goals of the research (in this case, 
the perceptions of BL students) questions were developed that fell into five of the six 
categories of the learning experience of CC students:   student satisfaction, engagement, 
and motivation; successful acquisition of knowledge; course delivery method; faculty 
support; and institutional support.  The construct of course completion was not queried, 
as that aspect was researched via quantitative methods as described under RQ2 above.   
The development of the moderator’s guide began with an informal meeting with 
the moderator where the focus group process and logistics were discussed.  As the 
moderator had extensive experience in conducting focus groups professionally, her input 
was valuable in designing the questions (see Appendix E for moderator’s qualifications).  
The researcher then developed a list of  questions and pre-tested them on several current 
BL students to determine if the information gleaned was relevant to the RQs of the 
research (Gay et al., 2006).  As a result of the pilot testing, several questions were 
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eliminated or the wording was edited to increase clarity.  The moderator agreed that the 
questions as revised were suitable for eliciting clear and relevant information from 
participants.  Stewart and Shamdasani (1990) note that the moderator’s guide is only one 
part of the research instrument; the group itself and the moderator are also important 
elements so it is not possible to pre-test the instrument fully. 
The moderator’s guide was then formatted in a word-processing program and 
given to the moderator for her feedback in order to assure her comfort with the 
instrument (Stewart & Shamdasani, 1990).  The final copy of the moderator’s guide 
appears in Appendix F.   
Instructions in the moderator’s guide included having students complete a 
demographic questionnaire.  The items in the questionnaire were based on those that were 
contained in the EoS questionnaires during the first two years of BL at SUNYUlster 
(Appendix D).  The item relating to age was modified to show groupings consistent with 
the data found in the college catalog (Ulster County Community College, 2008), as was 
the added item on ethnicity.  The items on working outside the home and commute time 
were retained on the premise that should students mention BL’s convenience and 
flexibility, some insight can be garnered from participant’s travel times and outside work 
responsibilities.  See Appendix G for a copy of the demographic questionnaire.  
The intent of focus groups is to draw various conclusions about the population of 
interest and therefore they must consist of representatives of the population.  This allows 
for convenience sampling (Morgan, 1997; Stewart & Shamdasani, 1990).  The 
investigator visited several blended classes on the SUNYUlster campus and briefly 
described the research; interested participants were asked to contact her. 
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The following characteristics of participants would result in a representative 
sample of BL students at SUNYUlster: 
• Six females and four males, or another combination maintaining this ratio.   
• An even mix of full- and part-time students 
• Two-thirds should be age 21 or younger 
More than the desired 8-10 participants were invited, as it was anticipated that 
there inevitably would be some “no-shows” (Stewart & Shamdasani, 1990).  A fully 
representative sample was impossible to attain, but a best effort was made. 
Interview Guide for Faculty 
 
The purpose of the faculty interviews was to gain the instructor’s perspective on 
BL.  Even if students were generally satisfied with BL, if the faculty were uncomfortable 
or wary as to its worth for the time and trouble, it would ultimately fail.  Therefore, 
questions were developed that would shed light on the instructor’s perception of the 
worth of BL.  For example, one of the questions dealt with changes in teaching F2F 
and/or FOL courses as a result of teaching a BL class, indicating the potential for 
professional development, definitely a worthy result.  Also, questions dealing with 
advantages and disadvantages were designed to further investigate the faculty’s 
viewpoint on teaching BL. 
Questions were constructed, and then reviewed by two BL faculty members for 
clarity and ease of reply (Gay et al., 2006).  Dr. William Sheldon, Professor of Business 
at SUNYUlster, has taught courses in the blended mode and developed an instrument as 
part of his doctoral work.  Mr. Robert Amundson, Professor of Business at SUNYUlster, 
is a veteran instructor and was also one of the first faculty to offer a course in the blended 
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format.  Both had concerns that the interview questions were too lengthy, and  comments 
from the reviewing faculty members were used to modify the questions to clarify intent.  
The interview guide appears in Appendix H.   
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Format for Presenting Results 
As noted earlier, Appendix C contains a graphical description of the study, 
developed using guidelines from Ivankova et al. (2006).  This diagram is helpful in 
illustrating the complexity of a mixed method design (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2007) and 
gives the reader a visual map of the steps taken in conducting the study.  As can be seen 
in the diagram, results were both quantitative and qualitative, consisting of numerical 
data, transcripts, and coded units of meaning (Miles & Huberman, 1994).   
To describe the context in which the data were collected,  a brief history of BL 
and how it exists currently at SUNYUlster is included in Chapter 4.  The results of the 
research are presented according to the RQs.  Results of statistical analysis are discussed 
and reinforced visually in tables.  The written comments from administrators are 
summarized and presented as a narrative.   
 
 
Summary 
In order to accurately describe the BL experience of CC students, a mixed 
method, triangulation design was used to achieve the goal.  Mixed method research is 
recommended in cases where the use of one type of data is insufficient to fully describe 
the phenomenon.  As the study was holistic in nature, it was determined that this was the 
best methodology for the task at hand. 
The research consisted of quantitative analysis of archival data from 
questionnaires distributed to BL students in the early iterations of BL at SUNYUlster, a 
small rural community college in upstate New York.  In addition, the college’s student 
database was queried on grades in the three modalities (F2F, BL, FOL) and statistically 
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analyzed as to levels of student achievement.  Unsuccessful completion (grades of W and 
F) were noted.  Additional qualitative data were collected and analyzed on student and 
faculty perspectives, and comments by administrators on the analyzed data rounded out 
the investigation.   
The completed dissertation richly describes the BL experience of CC students.  
The learning experience elements (student satisfaction, engagement, and motivation; 
successful acquisition of knowledge; course completion; course delivery method; and 
faculty and institutional support) assisted in categorizing data collection and analysis.  
The ultimate result of the findings will allow administrators and faculty at similar CCs to 
determine the efficacy of offering BL as a viable and worthwhile course delivery method. 
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Chapter 4 
 
Results 
 
 
Introduction 
The goal was to document ways in which BL is changing the community college 
learning experience.  This chapter will describe the results of both quantitative  and 
qualitative research undertaken.  Quantitative methods were used to analyze data 
collected from archival student questionnaires and the college database.  Qualitative 
methods were used to examine student perceptions of the BL experience, faculty 
perspective, and to record the comments of administrators at the study site.   The  
interpretation  and  significance of the results will be discussed in Chapter 5. 
Before turning to the results, an overview of the history of BL and how it exists 
today at SUNYUlster is in order.  This will allow the reader to place the results in the 
context in which they were obtained.  
 
BL at SUNYUlster 
In January, 2005, the investigator approached the acting dean of academic affairs 
with the idea of offering blended classes at SUNYUlster.  The investigator had studied 
the topic of BL in her doctoral class work and had also participated in a blended program 
at Nova Southeastern University.  BL was described to the dean as integrating F2F and 
online activities in a pedagogically valuable manner, while institutionally defining the 
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amount of online time that would replace traditional in-class seat time (Picciano, 2007).  
It was suggested that this course delivery method might be a good way to offer 
SUNYUlster students the best of online and F2F instruction and increase their scheduling 
options.  At that time, SUNYUlster had begun setting aside an hour on Wednesday 
afternoons as a Student Activity Hour from 1:00 p.m. to 2:00 p.m.  during which time no 
classes would be scheduled.  This made it impossible to schedule a Monday-Wednesday-
Friday class from 1:00 p.m. to 1:55 p.m., which had been the norm.   Additionally, 
enrollment was increasing, and classroom space was limited during primetime hours,  
9:00 a.m. to 1:00 p.m.  The time was ripe for creative scheduling. 
The investigator met with SUNYUlster’s two instructional designers to 
brainstorm ideas for initiating a pilot program for the Fall 2005 semester.  The acting 
dean was receptive to the idea and became a member of the ad-hoc BL team.  He set the 
ratio of F2F and online activities at 50%.  The concept of BL was presented at a meeting 
of the SUNYUlster Faculty Senate and faculty were invited to be part of the pilot.  The 
instructional designers also spoke individually to faculty who were already using a  
course management system (CMS) in their F2F web-enhanced classes or who were 
teaching an FOL class.  Six instructors, including the investigator, volunteered to teach 
classes in the blended format in the Fall 2005 semester.  Each instructor was required to 
teach a F2F section of the same course.  Instructors were given a stipend to develop a 
blended class. 
During the Spring 2005 semester, the investigator spoke with the college 
president personally about the desirability of collecting data on the pilot classes.   She 
suggested surveying the students to obtain their opinions on the technical, pedagogical, 
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and affective aspects of their experience with BL.  The end result of the data collection 
would be a set of best practices that would guide the BL initiative going forward.  Results 
would be presented to the president and vice president of the college.  The president 
agreed, and a questionnaire was to be developed as part of the pilot program. 
The ad-hoc BL team offered training in WebCT®, SUNYUlster’s CMS at the time 
of the pilot.  The training took place during the summer months and was done on an 
individual basis for those instructors new to WebCT®.  The Registrar had been asked to 
designate the blended classes with a note on the course schedule for the fall semester.  At 
that time, there was no blended designation attached to the class section numbers. 
In August, 2005, instructions on how to navigate the WebCT® CMS for students 
registered in blended classes were distributed by the ad-hoc BL team to all instructors 
teaching the pilot classes.  Also included was a brief introduction on what to expect in a 
blended class.  Many students were not aware that their class was blended, as there was 
no designation, other than a note, on the course schedule.  At that point in the history of 
BL at SUNYUlster, there was no formal training on the pedagogy of BL, nor was there a 
policy in place for vetting the courses before they went online.   
As months passed, BL started taking hold.  SUNYUlster institutionalized the 
concept of blended learning, adding its study to the college's strategic goals and 
supporting initiatives for 2005-2006.  A “B” designation was added to the course sections 
that were offered as BL so that students were aware of the course delivery format.  In 
August, 2006, a detailed letter was inserted in pre-semester mailings sent by the 
Registrar’s office.  By that time, personnel changes had taken place and the two 
instructional designers left SUNYUlster’s employ.  The new instructional designer 
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embraced BL with open arms, and a workshop introducing students to BL was given at 
student orientation by the investigator and the instructional designer.   During the Fall 
2006 semester, a series of Brown Bag Workshops were held, and the  investigator 
conducted a workshop on BL for faculty.  The instructional designer and a small 
committee worked on developing an orderly system for developing blended courses that 
would require design oversight by the instructional design department and administrator 
approval before the course could be released to students.  This would assure that blended 
classes were easily navigable and that all learning modules were in place.  Unfortunately, 
the system was never implemented.   
By the Fall 2006 semester, nine sections of courses were offered in the blended 
format.  The  international programs director began negotiations with three universities in 
Mexico to offer several blended classes through SUNYUlster as part of an international 
exchange program.  The college also instituted an accelerated degree program, called 
ACE (Accelerated College Experience) where students could take evening courses in the 
blended format and attain their associate degree in less time.   
As 2007 dawned, BL was in full swing.  EoS questionnaires continued to be 
distributed to BL students.  The investigator and the instructional designer organized and 
hosted the Mini-Conference on Blended Learning at SUNYUlster in April.  The 
conference was attended by approximately 30 instructors from CCs in New York State 
ranging from Westchester to the Finger Lakes.  In May, the investigator presented a paper 
at the SUNY Conference on Instructional Technologies in Plattsburgh, NY, entitled 
Blended Learners: Who are they…and what do they want?  Data from the EoS 
questionnaires and the investigator’s own experience were used for the presentation.   
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The year ended with three more presentations at conferences by the investigator.  
SUNYUlster was on the map. 
In the Fall 2007 semester, 13 blended sections were offered, many in new 
subjects.  Spanish and French classes accounted for five new sections.   In the Spring 
2008 semester, there were 11 blended sections, three of them in computer science.  
Faculty were hopping on the BL wagon, and it was the last semester that EoS 
questionnaires were distributed. 
The EoS questionnaires had been edited after the first iteration.  Questions that 
provided useless information were discarded.  For the second iteration, some 
demographic questions were added, such as full or part-time status and academic major.  
In the final, current iteration (Appendix D) some redundant questions had been discarded 
and replaced with questions on community,  learning and learning style, and persistence.   
It was decided that by this time SUNYUlster must have enough information to build a 
solid library of best practices on which to draw for improving BL classes.  The 
investigator had kept the president and vice president apprised of the progress of the BL 
classes, but other than a formal report presented during the first year of BL, the updates 
were anecdotal.  Changes in personnel also disrupted the continuity of reporting. 
Going into 2009, the instructional designer continued to offer workshops on BL at 
times convenient for faculty.  Some availed themselves of the edification, others did not.  
Most seasoned faculty felt that they were equipped to present blended classes by virtue of 
their teaching experience.  To further reinforce this notion was the introduction of the 
Angel® CMS, which replaced WebCT® and was easy to navigate.  The dean of academic 
affairs made certain that every credit-bearing class offered at SUNYUlster was attached 
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to an Angel® shell.  Now every class could be web-enhanced at a minimum, and students 
were beginning to feel comfortable with online assignments.  The line was blurring 
between BL and F2F learning.  Some classes would have been considered blended, were 
it not for the requirement of seat time being replaced by online activities. 
At this point in SUNYUlster’s history,  BL is firmly entrenched in its culture.  
The Academic Standards Committee of the Faculty Senate passed a resolution in Fall 
2010 that blended classes can now be between 25% and 79% online.  During the Spring 
2011 semester, 16 courses were being offered in the blended format by 14 instructors.   
Although BL is embedded in SUNYUlster academic culture, the problem 
presented in Chapter 1 still stands.  Looking at BL from a holistic perspective, there is 
much more at stake than an increase in BL course offerings.  BL and its impact on the 
student learning experience must be investigated from the perspective of the students, 
faculty, and administration. 
 
Quantitative Results 
In this section, quantitative results will be discussed.  Descriptive statistics were 
used in reporting and analyzing the results of anonymous questionnaires distributed to 
students in blended classes at the end of five semesters (EoS questionnaires).   In 
researching the impact of BLEs on student success, statistical analysis was done on final 
grades in three randomly-selected sections of ENG 101 from one term, each section 
offered in a different modality.  
End-of-semester Questionnaires  
Questionnaires (see Appendix D) were distributed to students in blended classes 
beginning with the Fall 2005 semester and ending with the Spring 2008 semester.  The 
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purpose was to obtain feedback from the students so that SUNYUlster could make 
improvements to its BL course offerings.  The questionnaire was revised, as explained in 
the section on BL at SUNYUlster, and for purposes of this study questionnaires from five 
semesters were analyzed: Spring 2006, Fall 2006, Spring 2007, Fall 2007, and Spring 
2008.   During the course of those semesters, 49 sections of BL classes were offered, and 
responses were received from 24 sections; this resulted in 276 usable surveys. 
At the beginning of each questionnaire, demographic information was collected.  
The percentage of males increased regularly from 31% in Spring 2006 to 57% in Spring 
2008.  Conversely, females decreased from 69% in Spring 2006 to 43% in Spring 2008.  
However, the courses from which responses were received remained relatively consistent 
throughout the study period (Table 2). 
 
Table 2.  Course Sections Represented in EoS Questionnaire Responses 
Numbers in parentheses indicate multiple sections, taught by one instructor. 
 
 
Over two-thirds of the students surveyed were between 18 and 22 years old.  The 
next highest group was in the 23-30 age group, totaling 16%.   Number of credits taken, 
including the current semester at the time of the survey, was heavily front-loaded, with an 
Spring 2006 
(N=49) 
Fall 2006 
(N=73) 
Spring 2007 
(N=71) 
Fall 2007 
(N=41) 
Spring 2008 
(N=42) 
 
 
 
 
Computer Apps. in 
Business (2) 
 
 
 
College English II 
 
General Psychology 
 
Principles of 
Management 
 
Business Principles 
& Practices 
 
Computer Apps. in 
Business (2) 
 
College English I 
 
 
 
 
 
Principles of 
Management (2) 
 
Business Principles 
& Practices 
 
Computer Apps. in 
Business (2) 
 
College English I 
 
 
 
 
 
Principles of 
Management (2) 
 
 
 
 
Computer Apps. in 
Business 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Principles of 
Management (2) 
 
Business Principles 
& Practices 
 
Computer Apps. In 
Business 
 
 
 
College English II 
 
 
 
Principles of 
Management 
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average 40% of students having taken 13-24 credits and 25% having taken 3-12 credits.  
Two-thirds of the students were full-time enrollees.  
Student commute time was queried to determine if the reduction in seat time may 
be an incentive to take a blended course.  More than half the students, 52%, characterized 
their commute as being between 16 and 30 minutes.  Students living near campus, 
spending 15 minutes or less travelling to the college, represented 22% of respondents.   
An almost equal percentage, 23%, spent 31-60 minutes travelling to SUNYUlster. 
To gain a snapshot of the employment obligations of the students and the amount 
of time they require, participants were asked if they worked outside the home and the 
number of hours they worked.  More than 85% of students worked, and of those who did 
work, 44% were on the job for 33 or more hours per week.  The next highest percentage 
of students, 26%, worked 21-32 hours per week. Figure 3 graphically illustrates the  
breakdown of the number of hours worked. 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 3.  Hours worked outside the home by students taking BL classes 
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Students were asked if they are currently or have previously taken an FOL course.   
Forty-three percent answered yes, with 57% answering no.  For those answering yes, 12% 
preferred FOL, 54% preferred BL, 20% answered both, and 12% answered neither.  
Figure 4 illustrates the distribution of responses by semester. 
 
Figure 4.  Student preferences for delivery system; students having taken FOL classes 
 
 
 
The students were asked to respond to a list of questions, using a Likert-type 
scale,  about their opinions on the BLE at SUNYUlster.  Of the 17 questions posed, eight 
had been changed or added, beginning with the Spring 2007 semester; therefore, there 
were no data on those questions for the Spring and Fall 2006 semesters.  The questions 
were discarded, because to include them would put too much weight on the last three 
semesters.   
In general, students did not feel they could communicate better  online with either 
their instructors or their fellow learners.  Email or discussion was not considered the 
favored method of communication.  Thirty-six percent of students were neutral on 
whether they could communicate better with their instructor online than in the classroom; 
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28% disagreed and 10% strongly disagreed.  When it came to communicating with peers 
online, the results were similarly dim.  Responding to the statement “I felt I ‘spoke’ to my 
classmates more online than I would have in the classroom,”  25% were neutral,  34% 
disagreed, and 17% strongly disagreed. 
Students did not feel that BL classes were more difficult than F2F classes.  Fifty-
five percent of students disagreed or strongly disagreed with the statement, “I felt this 
course was more difficult than it would have been face-to-face.”  In fact, 72% of students 
polled strongly agreed or agreed with the statement, “I did well in this class.”  They also 
felt that the online assignments were helpful in contributing to their understanding of the 
course material;  27% strongly agreed and 41% agreed.  A full 72% knew what was 
expected of them for the online portion of the class.  Students also seemed to value the 
F2F portion of the class.  Thirty-six percent of the respondents strongly agreed and 38% 
agreed with the statement, “Meeting face-to-face kept me motivated.” 
Students were also asked to select as many choices as they wished from a list of 
possible answers to specific opinion questions.  When asked which aspect of the blended 
format they liked the most, the top three answers were less time on campus; reduced 
travel; and frees up time for employment.   A close fourth was convenience of doing work 
on my own time.   Table 3 lists the percentage of responses for each of the choices. 
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Table 3.  EoS Questionnaire Student Responses to BL Format: Like 
27.  What aspect of the blended format  
did you like the most? 
Spring  
2006 
Fall  
2006 
Spring  
2007 
Fall 
2007 
Spring 
2008 
 Less time on campus 53% 53% 66% 51% 62% 
 Reduced travel 45% 51% 58% 46% 50% 
 Frees up time for employment 27% 41% 51% 56% 50% 
 Works well with my family obligations 24% 7% 18% 12% 7% 
 Meeting face-to-face 12% 7% 8% 15% 19% 
 Nothing; I did not like the blended format 10% 4% 0% 12% 2% 
 Convenience of doing work on my own time 31% 38% 35% 34% 33% 
 Online discussions 4% 1% 4% 0% 14% 
 Material on WebCT(r) helpful 4% 0% 6% 0% 0% 
 Easier to express myself online than in person 2% 3% 1% 0% 10% 
 The online assignments 4% 1% 0% 5% 5% 
 Other 2% 0% 1% 2% 0% 
Number of responses: 107 151 177 96 106 
Average number of responses per case: 2.18 2.07 2.49 2.34 2.52 
 
The top three answers describing what they disliked about the blended format 
were nothing, I liked it; not enough class time; and prefer face-to-face to fully understand 
material.  Table 4 shows student response distributions by semester. 
 
Table 4.  EoS Questionnaire Student Responses to BL Format: Dislike 
28.  Which aspect of the blended format  
did you dislike? 
Spring  
2006 
Fall  
2006 
Spring  
2007 
Fall 
2007 
Spring 
2008 
 Prefer face-to-face to fully understand material 24% 12% 3% 29% 7% 
 Learning "on my own" 14% 14% 4% 12% 5% 
 Not enough class time 33% 12% 1% 17% 2% 
 Difficulty getting online due to life situation 6% 19% 16% 24% 17% 
 Computer/online work 4% 10% 3% 10% 5% 
 Work load 8% 7% 0% 5% 2% 
 Lack of motivation 16% 12% 7% 12% 24% 
 The face-to-face portion 0% 1% 3% 5% 5% 
 Nothing; I liked it 24% 48% 66% 12% 55% 
 Other 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
Number of responses: 64 99 75 52 51 
Average number of responses per case: 1.31 1.36 1.06 1.27 1.21 
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The last two questions dealt with student acceptance of the BL model.  Eighty-
four percent of respondents would take another blended class.  When asked if they would 
recommend blended classes to their friends, 84% answered yes. 
Course Completion and Final Grades 
 
Using archival course schedules, the investigator determined which sections of  
ENG 101 were offered in each of the modalities—F2F, BL, and FOL—during seven 
semesters:  Fall 2006, Spring 2007, Fall 2007, Spring 2008, Fall 2008, Spring 2009, and 
Fall 2009.  All the BL and FOL sections for each semester were listed as potential 
samples; usually there were only one or two sections of each offered per semester.   For 
the F2F classes, two sections were randomly chosen from each semester out of a pool of 
20-30 sections per semester.  Three classes in the Fall 2009 semester were purposively 
chosen, as the samples were the most homogeneous in number of students and choosing 
one semester alleviated the issue of a student repeating the course in a different modality.  
The three sections contained 16 F2F, 16 BL, and 17 FOL student records.  As the output 
from the college database contained letter grades, the letters were converted to a number 
as noted in the 2010-2012 SUNYUlster catalog 
http://www.sunyulster.edu/programs_courses/pdf/Catalog/SUNYUlster_Catalog_2010_2
012.pdf ) (Table 5). 
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Table 5.  Letter Grade Conversion to Numbers 
Grade Numerical 
Equivalent 
A 4 
A- 3.67 
B+ 3.33 
B 3 
B- 2.67 
C+ 2.33 
C 2 
C- 1.67 
D+ 1.33 
D  1.00 
D- 0.67 
F 0 
W - 
 
The withdrawal grades (W) were not included in the calculations because they did 
not designate any numerical value.  SPSS software was used for the analysis. 
The null hypothesis was tested:  
H0:  There will be no significant difference in levels of achievement among 
students taking ENG 101 in a F2F, BL, or FOL format. 
Table 6 illustrates the descriptive statistics for each of the sections of ENG 101.   
 
Table 6.  Descriptive Statistics, ENG 101, by Modality  
Modality N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error 
95% Confidence Interval for Mean 
Lower Bound Upper Bound 
F2F 13 1.8723 1.15122 .31929 1.1766 2.5680 
BL  15 1.9993 1.56307 .40358 1.1337 2.8649 
FOL  15 1.5553 1.57653 .40706 .6823 2.4284 
Total 43 1.8060 1.43481 .21881 1.3645 2.2476 
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The ANOVA test was used to determine whether there were any significant  
difference among the means of the three groups (Gay et al., 2006).  The results of the 
ANOVA showed that there was no significant difference between groups, F <3.23; 
 p >.05.  The effect size was .018, supporting a failure to reject the null hypothesis. 
For informational purposes only, the frequencies of grades for each section of 
ENG 101 are presented in Table 7.  The BL and F2F groups had an equal number of 
successful completions (10), denoted by grades ranging from A to C-; the FOL group 
showed the least number of successful completions (8) and the highest number of F and 
W grades (9).  Although not generalizable or statistically significant, Table 7 illustrates 
the constructs of successful acquisition of knowledge and course completion as noted in 
Figure 2, The Learning Experience of Community College Students. 
 
Table 7.  Frequency of Grades by Modality 
Modality N A A- B+ B B- C+ C C- D+ D D- F W 
F2F  16 0 0 1 1 3 0 5 0 0 0 0 3 3 
BL 16 2 0 2 2 1 2 1 0 0 0 0 5 1 
FOL 17 0 1 3 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 7 2 
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Qualitative Results 
This section will present qualitative results of the study obtained from a focus 
group of current and former BL students, faculty interviews, and written comments from 
administrators who were given copies of the analyzed results.    
 
Focus Group 
A focus group was convened in April, 2010, to solicit current student opinions on 
the BLE at SUNYUlster.  There were eight students present:  three males and five 
females.  Three students were between the ages of 20-21; four students were between 22-
29; and one student was between 50-64 years of age.  Five students worked outside the 
home and of those five, three worked between 11 and 20 hours per week; one worked 
fewer than 10 hours; and the fifth student worked between 21 and 32 hours.  Most 
students lived close to the campus: five of the eight spent 15 minutes or less commuting 
to classes.  One student spent over an hour on her commute. 
Similar to the EoS Questionnaire results, a large percentage of the respondents 
were in the first year of their studies.  Table 8 illustrates the breakdown of credits taken 
including the semester in which the focus group was held. 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 8.  Focus Group Demographics: Number of Credits Taken 
Credits N Percentage 
13-24 
25-36 
37-48 
49-60 
61-72 
3 
2 
1 
1 
1 
38% 
25% 
13% 
13% 
13% 
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Each student majored in a different subject area, allowing for a good cross-section 
of the campus community.  The academic majors represented by the participants were: 
• Business Administration 
• Education 
• English Literature 
• Human Services 
• Individual Studies 
• Liberal Arts, Social Sciences, Humanities 
• Psychology  
• Veterinary Technology 
During the course of the focus group discussion, three major themes were 
revealed:  teacher presence, faculty skill at teaching blended courses, and faculty and 
institutional support.  Students also commented on what they liked or did not like about 
BL classes. 
The theme of teacher presence came up frequently as being essential to success in 
blended classes.  Throughout the focus group discussion, students mentioned the value of 
feedback from the instructor.  They expressed frustration when they did not hear from the 
instructor after submitting assignments, and they wanted personal feedback, not just a 
generic update to the whole class.   
The professor made a difference in whether the students learned more, the same, 
or less in a blended class.  One instructor, whom the students characterized as 
“wonderful,” would create short, interesting assignments for the online portion of the 
class, and then the students would discuss the assignments F2F.  “You get more out of 
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it,” remarked one of the students.  She also felt that she was more “active online” than in 
class. 
Another student, who enjoyed her blended class because “the teacher we had was 
terrific,” was “furious about the online course” she was currently taking; she was clearly 
dissatisfied.  The importance of the instructor was delineated when she said, “I would be 
hesitant to take another online course…unless I really knew the reputation of the 
instructor.”  Although the focus group discussion was centered on BL, the students 
sometimes mentioned their experience in FOL classes, making the connection due to the 
online portion of blended classes. 
According to the participants, student motivation (or lack thereof) depended on 
the instructor.  The consensus was that straight lectures, where the professor would “talk 
for 50 minutes straight” and demand that students “write down everything I say,” were 
unacceptable, as far as motivation was concerned.  A male student remarked: 
I’ve had professors that I’ve loved going to class and I’ve 
gotten great grades in them and probably learned just as much or 
more than in classes I’ve done terrible in, just because I’d go to 
those classes dreading them, saying, ‘Well, for the next 50 minutes 
we’re just going to be sitting here listenin’ to those guys…and it’s 
all boring.’  
Students cited intrinsic motivation, having the “right mindset to actually want to 
learn,” as being important also.  However, as one male student noted, “Teachers who 
keep their students motivated probably have a higher percentage of people who pass the 
class and stay in the class.”  He stated that students drop out of classes because they 
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question the value of the class to their educational goals or because of a distaste for the 
instructor’s teaching methods. 
When asked if they prefer F2F, BL, for FOL classes, students said “it depends” on 
the professor.  They felt that enthusiastic professors who provide feedback are good 
teachers, regardless of the course delivery system. The students who liked BL classes 
liked seeing the professor F2F, knew the location of his office on campus, and liked the 
fact that they could supplement their online learning with in-class discussions.  They also 
liked having the teacher explain assignments F2F. 
Faculty skill at teaching blended classes was another theme that came through 
prominently during the focus group discussion.  Some professors were good at teaching 
blended classes, while students felt that other instructors were uncomfortable with 
teaching BL and “cram” the material in the short F2F sessions.  One student commented 
that “some professors favor whatever they feel they’re better at teaching,” and do all their 
teaching F2F, with very little substance online. Another student said, “They really don’t 
want the online stuff.  They say,  ‘Yeah, there’s stuff online but we’re not gonna talk 
about it…’”  Related to this were comments about the students’ frustrations when a 
professor sees that some students aren’t logging on, so he or she will say, “That’s fine, 
we’ll just do something in class.”  This makes the students who do go online feel, “Well, 
what am I going online for?”   
Students felt that some teachers were poor at integrating the F2F portion of a 
blended class with the online portion; instructors assigned “busy work” such as 
answering questions at the end of chapters for the online portion.  One student was 
quoted as saying, “It just seems with a lot of the online stuff professors just say, ‘Oh, we 
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need to put something up there [online] because it’s a blended course!  So let’s give you 
some busy work to do!’”  At other times, students wanted to discuss their online work 
during the F2F class but felt they were not given the opportunity to do so.  However, two 
students remarked on the skill of their teacher in integrating F2F and online activities, 
saying he was “very proactive and positive about the blended class, so he does a lot of his 
own personal things in it,” like Internet readings and activities not found in the textbook. 
According to the students, some faculty had a difficult time with the technology 
for blended classes, and this also presented itself under the topic of skill in teaching a 
blended class.  Some instructors only put the most basic of discussion boards online, 
while others uploaded copious notes or lectures.  Several of the students expressed 
concern that an instructor, rather than getting help on a technology problem or question, 
would simply say a student request was “impossible” with the Angel® CMS.  An 
example was given by a female student who experienced difficulty taking a test online 
with extended time, an accommodation she required.   A male student remarked that he 
had a difficult time communicating with the instructor through the CMS and that the 
instructor was unable to help him. Students agreed that faculty must be sensitive to 
computer problems occurring and should take that into consideration when planning 
online assignments. 
It was the students’ perception that some professors were “forced” to teach a 
blended class.  It was not clear if any instructors actually made such a disclosure in class.  
A male student stated: 
I don’t know if it’s our business to know, but I’ve heard 
from teachers that they’re being forced in some way or another to 
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have a blended class at least one semester, and they’re human just 
like us, and if they don’t want to do it, they’re not going to be very 
positive about it, even though they are getting paid to do something 
like that, their attitude is poor, and with their attitude being poor, it 
shows in the class. 
The students felt that if an instructor enjoys BL and wants to teach a blended 
class, he or she will be better at it.  The transcript of the focus group discussion at this 
point showed that several students began speaking at once.  A male student said, “Yeah, 
like I think you should choose more teachers who opt to do it…”   
The third major topic that presented itself during the focus group discussion was 
support from the faculty and institution.  As mentioned above, students felt that feedback 
from the instructor was of primary importance to their success, but they also wanted 
operational support.  For instance, students wanted clear instructions as to how the 
instructor grades their work.  One student, whose native language is not English, 
remarked, “It really stressful with the test issues and then, like the whole grading, it 
seems like one big mystery because there is no…kind of rules that they ever explain you 
how do the grade [sic].”  The students also agreed that some online items were difficult to 
find in the class Angel shell.  Items were “in different places depending on the teacher,”  
but once the items were found, they knew what to do.  The students felt that some 
consistency across courses may be helpful. 
Technology support for both faculty and students was discussed.  Students felt 
that faculty needed support almost as much as they did, as discussed above.  Relating to 
support given by the SUNYUlster staff, one student was pleased that she was offered 
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help with her computer problems, but the staff member only suggested solutions that the 
student had already tried herself.  “If we can’t figure it out, sometimes I think there’s an 
issue with the whole system if us [sic] who were raised on computers can’t figure it out!” 
Students were asked what they liked or didn’t like about BLEs.  They liked 
varied, short assignments online with in-class discussion;  this was much better received 
than “one great big assignment” online.  They liked working at their own pace, when they 
wanted, within course deadlines, not having the pressure of “doing everything all at once, 
like in a class.”  They also liked the community that was built as a result of the online 
discussions.  A male student remarked, “I like that it creates a community and you see 
other people’s perspective on the situation and what they think.”   A female student was 
very happy with her blended class, stating that there was a lot of communication both 
online and F2F, and that she liked the in-class time for talking to the professor, “getting 
more feedback, and putting faces to the posts.” 
Students did not like lectures online, which they found boring,  or working in 
teams.  They felt that communicating with team members online was difficult and time-
consuming.   “Everything’s in messages, so you have to have a conversation over the 
course of the week that could be held over the course of half an hour [F2F].”  Also some 
team members did not log on in a timely fashion, making it difficult to get a great deal of 
work done online. 
Students also agreed that some BL classes may require more work than other 
formats, especially if the professor posts a great deal of material online that must be read.  
One student suggested that it was easier to listen to a professor in class and take notes 
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than “navigating the online portion.”  Due to the decreased seat time, students felt that 
more was being posted online in order to cover all the course material. 
Although the students may have used the focus group as an opportunity to air 
their frustrations, most did like the blended classes best.  Of seven participants (one had 
to leave early before the question was asked), one said he liked online best, one said he 
liked F2F or online (and only BL if absolutely necessary), and the remaining five liked 
BL best. 
 
Faculty Interviews 
Seven faculty, two females and five males, who were currently teaching (Spring 
2010 semester) or who had taught BL classes in the past were interviewed.  During eight 
semesters, Fall 2006 through Spring 2010, 20 different faculty, not including the 
researcher, taught blended classes.  At the time of interviewee recruitment, three of the 
instructors were no longer employed by SUNYUlster, leaving the pool of potential 
interviewees at 17.  Eight faculty agreed to participate, although one failed to show up for 
the interview.   
The investigator acted as interviewer, and the dialog was recorded on a digital 
device.  Interviews ranged from approximately 30 minutes to 75 minutes in length.  
Interviewees signed informed consent forms and the interviews took place in the 
investigator’s office at SUNYUlster.   The interviews were transcribed by the researcher 
and the interviewees were provided with a transcript.  In order to provide member checks 
(So & Brush, 2008), they were asked to review the transcripts and notify the investigator 
if there were any additions or clarifications that they wanted to bring forward.  The 
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transcripts were coded manually for common themes and quotes were entered in a word 
processing program, organized by codes. 
The blended classes taught by the interviewees were offered in several different 
formats.  Table 9 lists the weekly combinations of seat time and the courses taught in 
each combination. 
Table 9.  Weekly Blended Class Combinations and Courses Taught 
 
Format 
(All are 3-credit courses unless noted) 
 
Course Title 
One class F2F evenings (1.5 hours) Computer Applications in Business 
General Psychology 
 
One class F2F days (1.5 hours) Computer Applications in Business 
English as a Second Language 
College English II 
 
Two classes F2F (1 hour each) Business Economics 
Principles of Management 
Social Psychology 
 
Four-credit class met for 3 hours F2F Managerial Accounting 
Online dialog with international students 
taking the same class 
Literature of American Ethnic Minorities 
Principles of Management 
 
Only one of the seven instructors interviewed was given training in BLEs before 
beginning to teach her blended class.  The others were given no training; however, two of 
them continue to avail themselves of the training provided by the instructional designer at 
SUNYUlster. 
Four instructors taught their first blended class as a last-minute substitute for a 
professor who was either transferred to an administrative position or not able to continue 
with the class for other reasons.  Even so, the four instructors tried to make the best of a 
difficult situation.  In all cases, the class was already set up by the previous instructor, so 
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course materials were available for the new instructor on Angel®, SUNYUlster’s CMS.  
The fact that there was very little preparation time or training before the class began may 
have contributed to one instructor’s discomfort with BLEs and his impatience with 
students who were not themselves ready for this new course delivery system.   Two of the  
 remaining three instructors stated that their first encounter with BL was not at all as 
successful as their subsequent ones; one instructor did not teach another blended class. 
Some of the concerns of the four instructors centered around presenting the course 
material to the students and making the transition from teaching a F2F class to a blended 
one:  
“I had a hard time pacing the first semester, then my skill with the course 
progressed.  I was able to have my blended kids post information on 
Wednesday and Friday…so I covered the same material.” 
“When I first started, I found it was difficult getting used to teaching one 
week’s coursework in an hour and a half.” 
“I had to get used to the class itself, the students in the class, to see how 
much individual time they needed and how much class time.” 
“With a lot of [my] courses, I plan them out really vigorously, and I’m 
kind of feeling my way along with this course trying to figure out what 
should the content be [sic].” 
 The remaining three instructors who were interviewed decided to teach a blended 
class because of experience with the subject matter and a desire to try something new.  
As of the Spring 2011 semester, an instructor who was one of the first to offer BL classes 
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in the Fall of 2006, is still teaching the originally chosen class in the blended format.  
Another instructor felt comfortable teaching the class F2F “for many years” and stated, “I 
think there’s a future in blended…it really is good for the time value for the students.”  
The remaining instructor had already taught the class in both F2F and FOL formats and 
was ready to try a BLE.   Referring to his first iteration of the class as blended, he 
commented, “The online part worked in some ways better than the in-class part…because 
the online part was based on the structure that was already there for the complete online 
course, so it had already kind of proven that, in its own discrete elements, it had value, 
learning value.” 
All interviewees were asked the six questions listed in the interview guide 
(Appendix H).  The first question dealt with ease or difficulty in achieving course goals.  
All but one interviewee felt that they achieved their goals.  The dissenting individual, an  
instructor who took over the class at the last minute,  held the students responsible; when 
asked why, he replied, “The students were not ready for a blended experience.  They 
were immature, unprepared, didn’t care, figured that whatever, if it was important, I’d say 
it in class….From one Wednesday to the next, they did nothing.”  The investigator 
probed this response by asking if the instructor could have done anything to “make them 
ready.”  The instructor responded, “Practically nothing.  You either come into that course 
prepared to commit, or you don’t.”  Others were more positive about achieving their 
goals: “It was easy.  I built in structures with the help of the instructional design person, 
so that I could cover the material,”  and “I think they [students] got what they needed to 
get…I think grade-wise, it accomplished its goals.” 
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However, not all efforts at achieving goals were easy.  There was some frustration 
in not being able to use comfortable teaching methods online.  For instance, one 
instructor used what he called a page-through of textbook material: he would go through 
the chapters page-by-page with the students, pointing out important facts and discussing 
graphs and illustrations.  “I don’t feel as…successful at not being able to do that in the 
online [portion] because they’re not like moving along with me.”  Another instructor was 
unable to translate the worksheets he used in a F2F class to a successful online format.  
He also had difficulty in grading students’ writings online.  He later determined that that 
particular course was not well-suited for BL and has not taught it again. 
Two instructors felt that they had to “teach one week’s coursework in an hour and 
a half,” and did not have time to get everything they wanted accomplished.  “I always 
feel like I’m rushing in the hybrid-Angel®  course…There are things that I want to cover 
in the class…and I’m sometimes rushing in that class to get all I want to get in.”  They 
had trouble making the transition from teaching in a F2F format to a blended one, where 
online work should be integrated with in-class work. 
The second interview question dealt with the problems instructors encountered in 
teaching a blended course.  These problems ranged from working with the Angel® CMS  
to those dealing with pedagogy and students.  Technical problems in working with 
Angel® were mentioned by four instructors.  They felt that the CMS was not user-friendly 
and were sometimes at a loss as to why it wasn’t working properly.   Also mentioned 
were problems with the continuity of instruction when the Internet or Angel®  were not 
functioning properly or at all. 
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Two instructors mentioned their difficulties with deciding which activities or 
material should go online and what should be accomplished during the F2F sessions.  
One instructor was concerned with which material from the textbook she should present 
F2F; another instructor was a bit more philosophical: 
What are the elements technologically that you really can’t 
duplicate online?  Even if you had all the bells and whistles, which 
a lot of students don’t, would be difficult if not impossible, and 
that’s the spontenuity [sic], that’s the non-verbals, that’s the 
laughter, that’s the unexpected comments, that’s the immediate 
reaction to a short clip that I show. 
Some faculty were also uncomfortable with the drastic change in teaching 
style/methods.  “I’ve been teaching 30 years,” said a female instructor, “and it’s a whole 
new arena, a whole new different thing.”  One instructor continued to use teaching 
methods he was comfortable with.  Another instructor interpreted the change as an 
opportunity, not a threat, and spent a great deal of time redesigning his class.  
In a blended class, the classroom should be a place where 
we do only what can be done in the classroom, and then everything 
else happens online.  And it’s kind of the flip side to what I 
originally thought.  When I originally started…it was like, OK, the 
classroom would be the time for the heavy-duty lectures…and then 
online will be the discussions and everything else.  Well, that first 
class nobody wanted to do any of this talking. 
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The instructor continues to improve each iteration of his blended class.  He now 
illustrates a theory through a F2F discussion and follows up with material online, such as 
short video clips or readings. 
 Difficulty in motivating students was mentioned by four instructors.  One 
instructor put all the responsibility for success in the course on the students and felt that 
he couldn’t—and shouldn’t—be responsible for motivating them, saying, “They were 
immature, unprepared, didn’t care.”  Another instructor commented on the difficulty in 
finding the correct combination of motivating students and having them learn the 
material:  “That’s a problem with blended.  Some people give it busy work, and some 
people make it so dull, too dull, and then students also want high entertainment, and 
that’s not possible.”   
Three instructors agreed that most students did the minimum for a BL class, 
nothing more.  “Most of the people…are waiting until the day before the next face-to-
face to get involved,” noted a veteran instructor.  Another seasoned instructor remarked, 
“They just think, oh great.  Less time for me to work.”  She added, “I think that kids 
really still don’t understand that whether it’s blended, face-to-face, or totally online—
discipline, commitment, and time.” 
Having students actually log on to the online portion of the class was mentioned 
by three instructors.  “Sometimes, despite all of my efforts, there’ll be like two or three 
weeks before they start getting on and doing stuff.”  Some students do well in the F2F 
portion of the class but fail to participate in the online portion.  A male instructor tells his 
students, “You need to really see that your showing up in that classroom, that cyber-
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classroom, is as essential as your presence here and that you come to class ready to 
participate.” 
A female instructor felt that the BL format made it difficult to scrutinize how 
students were understanding the material.  “The kids in the class…can be a variety of 
levels, a variety of backgrounds, a variety of motivation, learning abilities.  You know, 
it’s difficult.  Face-to-face, if you’re a teacher that’s aware, you can within a day, you can 
tell who’s going to make it, who cannot…It’s hard to tell online or blended.”  
Increased workload was mentioned by three instructors, particularly with 
planning, grading and feedback to students.  Lack of planning can result in even more 
work, when the instructor has not prepared online and F2F activities and is searching for 
material at the last minute.  According to one instructor, planning “will  free me up to 
enjoy the process of teaching rather than always be scrambling for my lesson plans.”  He 
also noted that he needed to “create a seminar culture…where my expectation of 
[students] is that this work [reading, watching video clips] has to be done before” 
students came to class.   Creating this culture of preparedness for class, or possession of 
self-directed study skills, also requires time to develop. 
Grading in a BLE can also prove to be time consuming.  “You have to read like 
hours and hours of stuff in order to get the same kind of interaction [discussion] that you 
get sitting in a class and having people ask questions.”  One instructor was particularly 
troubled by “getting behind” on his grading and feedback to students.  He then devised a 
way to make his presence known to the students through quick emails and 
announcements.   When designing new activities for the online portion of the class, he 
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said, “Anything new I create has to in some way be self-sustaining, has to be with an eye 
towards how… many hours is it going to take to maintain it.” 
The third question asked related to how the instructors supported the students in 
their blended classes.  Responses ranged from nothing at all to giving extra help outside 
of class.  Most support was in the way of feedback on progress and answering questions. 
One instructor noted, “That’s the greatest thing to motivate them, if you announce every 
week what you liked about what happened and what you want to see for the next class.”  
He added, “Every time I see them face-to-face, that night I post an announcement, and I 
pick them out by name, like, ‘I like what Riley said in this…’  I do a rehash of what 
happened face-to-face and they feel validated….it’s posted for the class.” Other 
instructors answered emailed questions from students and gave them step-by-step help.  
Two instructors reinforced the importance of the online portion of the class.  
“I…reinforce the idea that this is part of their grade, and I mention such-and-such a 
person was online, but the rest of you didn’t get on, what’s going on?” 
Interviewees were also asked how—or if—teaching a blended course changed the 
way they teach F2F or FOL courses.  They answered this question in either of two ways:  
how it changed the F2F portion of their blended classes, or how it changed their teaching 
in general. 
For the F2F portion of a blended class,  two instructors would monitor the 
discussions going on in the online portion of the class for clues on student understanding 
of the course material.  If they found that students were having trouble with a particular 
concept, they would focus on that topic in the next F2F class.  Using a different tactic, 
one instructor stated that as the semester progressed she had gotten better at choosing 
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“the really pertinent information [to cover in class] and...information that really, they can 
read on their own.” 
As far as teaching BL and its effect on the way they teach classes in other 
formats, one of the instructors  noted, “There is no class that I teach that doesn’t have a 
significant portion of its assignments online, on Angel®, and the only difference is now a 
matter of degree.”  Another instructor stated, “I realized the value of what’s online and 
what you can offer outside the classroom.” 
Question 5,  How satisfied are you with teaching a blended course? elicited a 
number of different responses.  Two of the instructors were not satisfied with the BL 
format, and one did not teach another blended class.  For the others, one instructor stated 
that the satisfaction in teaching a blended course comes from the “challenge of creating a 
new model, not of something that is a done deal.”  He enjoyed the creativity he could 
exercise online. 
One instructor liked FOL better than BL in general.  He attributed this to FOL 
students being “invested” in the online learning process and their tendency to log on 
regularly and adhere to deadlines.  As far as the two different subjects he taught in the BL 
format, he was satisfied teaching one but not the other.  The class he enjoyed was for 
transfer students, while the other was focused on  career  students.  For the transfer-
oriented class, he found that the software provided by the textbook publisher was 
elemental in the success of the online portion of the class.  “It’s very efficient, because I 
can introduce the new lesson and discuss a little bit of the old one, and I can get a lot of 
stuff done and I don’t have to spend the time in class…doing the problem solving 
because they can get the feedback [from the software].”  
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The quality of the students was a factor in satisfaction for two instructors.  They 
both felt that a more responsible and mature class would increase their satisfaction.  They 
echoed their frustration with students who were unprepared for class or underprepared for 
college-level work vis-à-vis a blended class. 
Finally, instructors were asked if they would teach another blended class.  
Although not all instructors were wholly satisfied with the blended modality, no one 
answered this question with a resounding no!  Three instructors answered yes with no 
qualifiers.  One instructor would teach BL again only if the students were “high-level or 
honor students”.  
Two instructors would teach another BL class using different teaching methods 
than they were using now.  For instance, the use of Google Docs, collaborative free 
software available online (www.docs.google.com ), for group work would be considered 
beneficial for career students “because then they can all participate in a more active 
way,” said one professor.  He characterized the career student as frequently not being an 
independent worker or one who would answer online questions thoroughly on his or her 
own. 
One instructor would redesign her blended course to eliminate the bells and 
whistles she originally provided online.  The online portion would be “more concrete, 
without crossing into busy work.”  She would use the F2F time for the abstract concepts 
and “the fun stuff.” 
The remaining instructor, together with the one using Google Docs, would teach 
another BL course, but only a specific one.  They both credited their experience with 
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less-than-stellar results as a reason for their choice.  They felt some subjects lend 
themselves better to the BL format than do others. 
During the course of the interviews, other topics arose, more in the way of 
perceptions or recommendations than responses to specific questions.  From the 
perspectives of the interviewees: 
• Students don’t know how to learn in a BLE.  They have trouble accepting  
that part of the class is online work (their cyberclassroom) and that they 
need to be committed to their learning in order to succeed.  A minority of 
students come to the F2F class prepared. 
• Older, more mature students do better in BL classes.  Particularly, students 
from 4-year colleges probably do better because “their main concern is 
their education, and they are not as distracted by jobs and other 
obligations, as are our students,” remarked one professor.  CC students 
“don’t have the discipline.” 
• Upper-level courses would probably be best for BL.  Also, students with 
low GPAs should not take blended classes.  No more than two blended 
classes per semester should be taken by students. 
• Evening sections of blended courses are good, especially for 4-credit 
classes.  Both instructor and students get fatigued after several hours of an 
evening class.  
• Regarding the changes that have occurred with widespread use of CMSs 
in courses, one instructor remarked, “Angel® has worked its way more 
and more into the culture of the college.  And so whether or not it's a 
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blended, online, or just a regular classroom…people are using Angel® , 
and so part of the learning paradigm for students now is you gotta go 
online. You gotta check Angel® , you gotta do different stuff on Angel®.” 
Interviewees generally felt that online discussions were not as effective as those done 
F2F in terms of student participation and acquisition of knowledge.  They also listed 
international blended courses as undesirable because of language barriers and attitudes 
toward education that differ across cultures.   
Administrator Comments on Results 
 
The president of the college, vice president, dean of academic affairs, and 
registrar were asked to comment on the results, i.e., to note any surprises, opportunities, 
or challenges.  All responded except the vice president.  They were given all graphical 
and tabular data on EoS questionnaires and were not aware at the time that some 
questions would be discarded.  Therefore, only comments on the questionnaire data 
relevant to the study will be reported.  The administrators were also given the results of 
the focus group, faculty interviews, and the statistical analysis of course grades and 
completion numbers.  The comments from administrators were brief.  Their remarks will 
be summarized below in terms of surprises and challenges or opportunities for BL at 
SUNYUlster. 
Regarding the data from the EoS questionnaires, all three administrators 
expressed surprise at the number of students who not only worked outside the home, but 
the high number of hours they worked.  Both were higher than expected.  One 
administrator commented, “I had assumed students were juggling full-time enrollment 
with 20 hours or less per week employment, but these students reported working 33 and 
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more hours per week – basically a full-time job on top of full-time school.”  This could 
be considered an opportunity, as students strapped for time could interpret BL to be a 
godsend.  As another administrator remarked, “With employment taking such a large part 
of the students’ week, I can see the benefit of a BL course for them.  It’s apparent that 
time management is an issue, and the BL format can reduce students’ stress in managing 
their time and all their other obligations.” 
The administrators found the focus group comments on the disconnect between 
what happens in the classroom and what happens online disturbing.  One administrator 
remarked, “The first ‘surprise’ that jumped out at me was that some faculty did not know 
how to ‘blend’ their class so the students were equally engaged online and in the 
classroom.”  She suggested that “additional training needs to be required of faculty 
BEFORE being allowed to teach in this format.”  Similarly, another administrator was 
displeased that the students perceived that faculty were “forced into teaching blended 
either without adequate preparation or against their will.”  These two perspectives from 
administrators suggest a challenge that must be addressed in offering BLEs to CC 
students. 
Two administrators remarked on the comments made by students in the focus 
group who felt that they had difficulty “finding things” in the Angel® shell, another 
challenge.  Like the students, they felt that “standards should be implemented for Ulster’s 
blended courses to ensure consistency and quality of content and instruction.”  
SUNYUlster is considering piloting the Quality Matters Program, 
(www.qualitymatters.org) a course review system implemented by many online and BL 
academic institutions. 
94 
 
Finally, the topic of student readiness to take a blended class was addressed by 
one administrator: 
An ongoing conversation at Ulster is whether or not to 
create a policy that identifies minimum criteria for students who 
register for blended and/or online coursework.  It appears from the 
comments of the faculty, that identification and implementation of 
such a policy would benefit both faculty and students working and 
learning in this medium. 
This could be construed as both a challenge and an opportunity:  Restricting who can 
register for a blended class may shut out some students who would otherwise succeed; 
however, the quality of the students allowed into blended classes would increase 
instructor satisfaction, and in many cases, student satisfaction. 
Summary 
This chapter presented the results of the quantitative and qualitative research that 
was undertaken in achieving the dissertation goal:  to document the ways in which BLEs 
are changing the CC learning experience.  A brief history of BL at the research site was 
also provided. 
BL has been institutionalized at SUNYUlster, having been initiated in January 
2005.  During the Spring 2011 semester there were 16 blended courses being offered by 
14 instructors.  The courses in the blended format have increased consistently over the 
years and continue to provide students and faculty with an alternative to F2F or FOL 
course delivery methods. 
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EoS questionnaires provided data on students in blended classes during five 
semesters.  Demographics were in line with the general SUNYUlster population, 
although the number of students working outside the home and the number of hours 
worked was somewhat higher.  Students who had taken FOL courses in the past clearly 
preferred BL.  They liked the decreased time on campus and spent commuting, and they 
appreciated the convenience of doing school work on their own time. 
An ANOVA and other tests were done on the final grades of three sections of 
ENG 101, each in a different modality.  The English department at SUNYUlster requires 
that all students in  ENG 101 take the same final exam, whether in the F2F, BL, or FOL  
format.  No statistically significant differences were found among the modalities. 
Qualitative methods included a focus group of students currently or previously 
taking a blended class and interviews with BL faculty.  Three themes were uncovered in 
the focus group discussion:  teacher presence, faculty skill at teaching blended classes, 
and support from the faculty and institution.  Student comments highlighted the 
importance of teacher presence and feedback to assure student success; they were fully 
aware of instructors who were uncomfortable with BL; and they felt that in addition to 
faculty support, they required technical support from the institution. 
Seven faculty were interviewed to gain their perspectives on BL.  Some were 
clearly uncomfortable in changing their teaching styles to match the BL format.  Others 
were more adventuresome and enjoyed the creativity afforded by BL.  Satisfaction with 
teaching a blended class mostly centered on the attitudes of the students and their 
preparedness for BL.   
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Administrators were asked to comment on the results and note any surprises, 
challenges, or opportunities.  Administrators were generally in favor of BL, although they 
stressed the importance of faculty training. 
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Chapter 5 
Conclusions, Implications, Recommendations, and Summary 
 
This chapter will provide closure to the investigation while placing it within the 
broader  BLE literature.  This mixed method study explored the changes to the learning 
experience that BL had shaped in terms of student satisfaction, engagement, and 
motivation; successful acquisition of knowledge; course completion, course delivery 
method; faculty support; and institutional support.  Implications of the research will be 
discussed, together with recommendations that presented themselves upon analysis and 
interpretation of the data.  Finally, a summary of the dissertation will be presented. 
 
Conclusions 
The problem that launched the need for this study was a desire on the part of 
faculty, administrators, and other stakeholders in the education of CC students to assess 
the effect that BL has had on the learning experience of students.  Specifically, they 
wanted to know if, after more than a decade of BL, it has lived up to its potential to be the 
best of both worlds in terms of the advantages of F2F instruction melded with the 
advantages of FOL learning.   Stakeholders wanted to know how BL affects the students, 
the faculty, and the college as a whole.  They wanted to know if BL was worth the time 
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and effort.  This study sought to inform them.  The conclusions from each of the four 
RQs will be presented following a brief description of the methodology used to obtain the 
data.   
RQ1:  How do students perceive the BL experience? 
 
 Archival EoS questionnaires that were distributed to BL students during the 
Spring and Fall 2006, Spring and Fall 2007, and Spring 2008 semesters were analyzed.  
To obtain recent student opinions, a focus group was convened.   
The questionnaires drew a picture of the typical BL learner as young, working 
full-time at a job, and attending classes full-time.  Online communication between 
student and teacher was low, as was online communication between and among students.  
This could be interpreted to mean that students preferred to talk with their teacher and 
with each other in the F2F classes or that online activities, such as discussion threads or 
collaborative work, were poorly designed.  It should be noted that at the time the EoS 
questionnaires were distributed, BL was fairly new at SUNYUlster and most faculty were 
not formally trained.  As described in Chapter 4, training for faculty was offered by the 
instructional designer but not always utilized.  Faculty largely felt that they were 
equipped to teach blended classes because of their years of teaching experience.  There 
was no required oversight of BL classes from a design or pedagogical perspective; the 
instructor was totally in charge not only of the content, but also the design and features of 
the class CMS.  This probably affected student perceptions of the quality of the online 
portion of the class. 
However, students responding to the questionnaire answered overwhelmingly that 
they would take another blended class and that they would recommend blended classes to 
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their friends.  This may be explained by the high number of students who worked full 
time.  The top three answers as to why they liked BL dealt with convenience: less time on 
campus, reduced travel, and the freeing up of time for employment.    
The focus group resulted in a better picture of how BL learners felt about the 
modality and how they perceived the teacher’s role.  It became apparent immediately that 
students felt a good teacher was one who took the time to give students feedback and to 
design the class for the BL modality, rather than use BL as an add-on to an F2F class 
(Dziuban et al., 2004; Garrison & Vaughan, 2008).  They were very astute in recognizing 
an instructor who was uncomfortable teaching a blended class or who had difficulty 
integrating the F2F and online components of the class.  The most important point the 
students made was that—regardless of modality—the teacher made the class.   Not only 
did the teacher affect student satisfaction, he was also a factor  in how much they learned 
and how motivated they were to learn.   This finding is consistent with the importance of 
teaching presence as described by Garrison and Vaughan (2008) in their work on the 
Community of Inquiry (CoI) related to BL.  Although the students personified the 
concept of teaching presence to represent their instructor, it was apparent that this 
element was essential to their satisfaction and success.  As Garrison and Vaughan 
suggest, teaching presence is the unifying force that helps sustain a CoI when students 
are shifting between F2F and computer mediated communication. 
It is interesting to note that students who had taken an FOL class responded to the 
EoS questionnaire that they preferred BL to FOL, except those students in the Fall 2007 
semester (see Figure 4).  That semester, according to Table 2, the number of sections 
represented by BL that responded to the questionnaire were only three, and two of the 
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sections were taught by the same instructor.   Fall 2007 was the only semester in which 
one instructor’s classes represented 67% of the responses.   Figure 4 shows a much lower 
percentage of students preferring BL in Fall 2007 than in other semesters.  This could be 
interpreted to mean that, indeed, the instructor is a driving force in student satisfaction. 
Similarly, when asked which of the three modalities they preferred,  students in 
the focus group replied that “it depended on the professor.”  Again, this response is 
consistent with the literature.  Lloyd-Smith (2010) concluded that although digital media, 
the Internet, and virtual classrooms may be prevalent today, the teacher is still an 
essential part of the learning experience.   
In contrast to respondents from the EoS questionnaires, students in the focus 
group felt that blended classes were more work than F2F classes.  With less in-class time 
to cover material, more work may be assigned online.  Banerjee (2011) also found this to 
be true in his work on small colleges transitioning to BL.  In addition, when discussions 
take place F2F, as is now gaining popularity with SUNYUlster BL instructors, students 
must be prepared to participate by reading the requisite material (Skibba, 2006).  At the 
time the EoS questionnaires were distributed, most online work consisted of discussions.   
Students in the focus group liked being able to work at their own pace, an 
advantage of BL often cited in the literature (Edginton & Holbrook, 2010).  And, like the 
students responding to the questionnaire, they appreciated the F2F time.  Over one-third 
of questionnaire respondents felt that the F2F classes kept them motivated.  When they 
were asked to list which features of BL they disliked,  the third highest response was that 
they preferred F2F to fully understand the material.  Both groups concurred that some 
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courses are better in the strict F2F format (Banerjee, 2011), although they agreed that 
SUNYUlster should offer more blended classes. 
In summary, students perceived the BLE to be convenient and allowed them to 
complete class work at their own pace.  Their satisfaction was affected by the skill and 
presence of the teacher.  Most students would take another blended class, as evidenced by 
responses from both the EoS questionnaire participants and the focus group. 
 
RQ2:  What impact have BLEs had upon course completion and final grades? 
All students attending SUNYUlster in pursuit of a degree must take ENG 101.  
The English Department’s policy is that students in all sections of ENG 101 take the 
same final exam.  Final exams are graded by the department, and no instructor grades the 
exams of his own students.  Therefore, the grading is unbiased and the final grades are an 
accurate measure of student accomplishment.  Three sections of ENG 101 in the three 
modalities were purposively chosen from the Fall 2009 semester.  Statistical tests were 
run to determine if there was a significant difference in levels of achievement (denoted by 
final grades, A-F) among students taking ENG 101 in the F2F, BL, or FOL format.  
Descriptive statistics were also calculated for the final grades. 
The results of the statistical analysis showed that there was no significant 
difference between final grades in each of the modalities.  This is consistent with other 
studies showing no significant difference in student learning outcomes (Albrecht, 2006).  
However, the large standard deviation in relation to the means, which are low, is 
probably due to outliers which skewed the results.  Additionally, the sample size was 
small and intact groups were chosen.  These conditions set up the possibility of a Type II 
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error, failing to reject a null hypothesis that is actually false (Gay et al., 2006).  
Therefore, interpretation of the quantitative analysis of final grades is weakened and 
should be viewed as a limitation to the study.   
Anecdotally,  a listing of final grades including Ws (withdrawals) showed that the 
BL and F2F groups had an equal number of successful completions (10), denoted by 
grades ranging from A to C-; the FOL group had the highest number of F and W grades. 
It should be noted that although F and W grades denote unsuccessful completion of the 
course, the F grade also can be interpreted  to mean that the student failed to submit a 
withdrawal form before the deadline, that he wished to remain on the class roster for 
financial aid reasons, or that he needed to be registered as a full-time student in order to 
remain on his parents’ health insurance plan.  Again, these interpretations are not 
generalizable to a larger population and no statistical inferences can be made, but they do 
illustrate the constructs of successful acquisition of knowledge and course completion in 
the learning experience of students at SUNYUlster. 
RQ3:  What are the faculty’s perspectives about changes in the delivery of instruction? 
 
Seven faculty were interviewed.  Four instructors had their first experience 
teaching a blended class when they stepped in for instructors who were transferred to 
other areas of the college or otherwise unable to teach their blended class.  Those classes 
had the blended framework already in place in the CMS, which could be interpreted as an 
advantage or a disadvantage in terms of the instructor’s learning curve or desire to create 
something of his own.  Only one instructor received training in BL before attempting to 
teach in the BL modality. 
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As mentioned previously, faculty felt ready to teach a BL class by virtue of their 
teaching experience.  However, problems arose when they failed to integrate F2F and 
online activities; the students noticed it, and the faculty were frustrated by it.                                                                                                                                      
During the  interview, two instructors remarked they were very uncomfortable with the 
fact that their teaching methods did not translate well online.  Others commented that 
they had difficulty adequately (to them) covering course material in the short F2F 
sessions.  Napier, Dekhane, and Smith (2011) found that faculty in their study echoed this 
sentiment.  They quote an instructor saying, “I taught myself to take a deep breath and 
not feel compelled to cover material during the face-to-face sessions” (p. 29).   They 
suggest that faculty determine which activities are their strengths and present them in 
class, while other activities may be more effectively undertaken online. 
More than half of the interviewees mentioned that motivating students was a 
challenge.  This is consistent with research done by Napier, et al. (2011)   The instructors 
felt frustrated that some students were immature and didn’t care, only did the minimum, 
and failed to log on to the class CMS on a regular basis.  It is interesting to note that the 
students in the focus group also expected the instructors to motivate them.  Bells and 
whistles online now are expected.  The students who grew up with technology, the 
Millennials (Dziuban et al., 2004), are those born after 1980;  they are attuned to 
instantaneous gratification and the immediacy of new technology.   It has become 
increasingly difficult to impress them. 
One instructor found success with a course geared toward career students by 
instituting collaborative work through Google Docs.  Banerjee (2011) found that students 
were exceptionally engaged in using Goggle Docs and their use fit well with students’ 
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schedules, as collaborative work presents challenges for busy students.  Other faculty 
used proprietary software from textbook publishers’ websites, designed to be interactive 
and interesting; short, relevant video clips on YouTube (www.youtube.com); and 
Internet-based self-discovery surveys. 
BL instructors felt that blended classes were more work; students in the focus 
group concurred from their point of view.  Instructors’ concerns centered on planning, 
grading and giving students timely feedback; students were focused on the amount of 
reading or “busy work” that was assigned for the online portion of the class by some 
instructors.  Issues of time management seem to straddle both complaints.   Ocak (2011) 
reported that while faculty were concerned with the additional time required to design 
and teach blended courses, they were also concerned with students’ self-directed study 
skills and the time required preparing them for BL.  This was also verbalized by 
SUNYUlster instructors who felt that students did not know how to learn in a BLE and 
that time was required in creating a seminar culture, where students would be prepared to 
participate in the F2F activities after having done the preliminary work online.                                                    
In general, faculty were satisfied with teaching a blended course, although they 
felt that the students had a great deal to do with their level of satisfaction.  When taking 
into consideration the age, work and family obligations, and unpreparedness of many CC 
students, this attitude was not surprising (Lloyd-Smith, 2010).  However, teaching a 
blended course was not without its rewards.  One instructor commented on how he 
enjoyed the creative process of designing a blended class; another discovered the vast 
resources the Internet had to offer and its value to instruction.  BL instructors found new 
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ways to teach and most of them learned which activities were successful and which 
activities should be redesigned or eliminated in the next iteration of their blended class.   
In summary, many of the themes or issues uncovered during the faculty 
interviews were consistent with the literature on BL.  Also, concerns such as integrating 
F2F and online activities, motivation, and workload were noted by both the faculty and 
students.  Skill at teaching in the blended format was a source of stress for instructors 
who were not comfortable with the transition from F2F to BL, and it was noticed by the 
students.  It became clear through the results of this study that training in the art of 
teaching BL is essential for both student and faculty success.   
RQ4:  How has the community college learning experience been changed as a  
consequence of BL? 
 
In Chapter 2, an extensive review of the literature was undertaken to identify the 
theoretical foundation upon which BL had been built and to establish the criteria of a CC 
student learning experience.  A model was developed (see Figure 2 reproduced here) for 
the blended learning experience of CC students:  The elements of satisfaction, 
engagement, and motivation; successful acquisition of knowledge; course completion; 
course delivery method; faculty support; and institutional support all combine to impact 
the student’s learning experience.  In answering this RQ about changes in the CC 
learning experience, reference will be made to the data collected and the comments made 
by administrators on the results. 
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Figure 2.  The learning experience of community college students, as developed by the 
author. 
 
Data on satisfaction, engagement, and motivation were gathered from the archive 
EoS questionnaires and from a focus group convened recently.  Results showed some 
progression.  In the early years of BL at SUNYUlster, student-teacher and student-student 
communication occurred through online discussions and email.  The response from 
students was that communication was happening, but it was not improved by the addition 
of an online component to the class.  The high percentage of disagree and strongly 
disagree (51%) responses to the statement, “I felt I ‘spoke’ to my classmates more online 
than I would have in the classroom,” suggests that lively online discussions were few or 
nonexistent.  The results of the focus group showed that, at least in some of the blended 
classes taken by the participants, discussions have been moved to the F2F portion of the 
class and have become a better source of student-student communication and learning 
than those that were posted online. 
Students participating in the focus group had BL experiences that ranged from 
problematic to wonderful.  It became apparent that the teacher and his skill were at the 
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heart of the matter.  The most favorable comments came from students whose teacher 
was involved, provided feedback, was creative in designing the F2F and online 
components, and who thoroughly enjoyed teaching.  A SUNYUlster administrator 
commented that the impression that some faculty were forced to teach a blended class 
was worrisome and presented a challenge for the college.  Although the source of that 
information was not revealed by focus group participants, it may have originated from the 
fact that some instructors took over their blended classes at the eleventh hour.   
The constructs of successful acquisition of knowledge and course completion  
were investigated by examining final grades and the instances of F and W grades in 
comparable sections of a freshman English course, each delivered in a different format.    
No statistical significance was found to recommend one modality over the other.   
The construct of course delivery method was investigated throughout the study 
and was not individually singled out as a data point.  The EoS questionnaires contained 
questions on course modality preference (students prefer BL), and the focus group 
discussion included reference to all three modalities, as did the faculty interviews.   
Faculty support, and what it meant for students, was uncovered in the faculty 
interviews and the student focus group.  Faculty knew that feedback to students was 
important, and sometimes they were frustrated with the lack of time available for 
individual responses.  As shown in the literature, this is a universal complaint among BL 
faculty (Toth, Amrein-Beardsley, & Foulger, 2010).  Lack of or little feedback from 
instructors is also a universal complaint among BL students (Babb, Stewart, & Johnson, 
2010; Stewart, 2008).  Transcripts from the faculty interviews showed that support was 
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given not only in terms of individual or group feedback, but also extra help outside of 
class and online announcements that referenced in-class activity and what went well. 
Institutional support, the final construct of the BL experience of CC students, was 
discussed  in the focus group.  Students felt they needed training or an orientation to be 
better prepared to take a blended class.  They felt that faculty also needed technical 
support, sometimes more than they did.  Students noted that sometimes they had 
difficulty finding certain elements in the Angel® course shell, as each instructor 
customized the course to his preference.  Administrators commented that the college is 
considering piloting the Quality Matters program, which focuses on course navigation 
and learner support. 
The introduction of BL to SUNYUlster and its progression through the years was 
discussed at the beginning of Chapter 4.  Classes continue to be added each semester by 
new disciplines as the faculty become more comfortable with the idea of two modalities 
taking place in one class.  As the Angel® CMS becomes ubiquitous, students are gaining  
familiarity with its use, and it has been integrated into nearly all courses at SUNYUlster, 
even if it is only used to post syllabi or course documents.  Use of Google Docs and other 
online collaborative tools are being added to F2F classes, not just as a BL feature.  In the 
future, the line between F2F, web-enhanced classes, and BL may become blurred, with 
BL requiring more intensive online work to rationalize less seat time. 
 
Implications and Recommendations  
This study added to the BL body of knowledge by investigating the changes to the 
CC student learning experience brought about by BLEs.  As the scope covered one small, 
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rural CC, generalization would be limited; however, many of the issues uncovered were 
consistent with studies found in the literature.   One issue in particular, faculty training, 
may have caused some of the results to differ from the literature.   For instance, Garnham 
and Kaleta (2002) found that BL students at all undergraduate levels were more 
enthusiastic, wrote better papers, attained higher grades, and produced superior projects.  
Similar conclusions were also found by Dziuban, et al. ( 2004).  Those glowing outcomes 
were not apparent in this study, although there were other benefits realized by the faculty 
and students as previously discussed.  The fact that training was limited for most of those 
faculty may reinforce its importance (Kaleta, Skibba, & Joosten, 2007).   Had the faculty 
been fully trained, it could be construed that the discomfort they felt with the blended 
modality, the difficulty they had with integrating F2F and online components, and the 
struggle they had in motivating students may have been moot.   A solid faculty 
development program must be initiated at any college considering BL as a course 
delivery method.   
In addition to faculty development, the data collected suggest that procedures 
should be put into place to take a  BL course from its proposal  through its 
implementation and beyond.  Matters of navigation, grading rubrics, and clear learning 
objectives in individual courses would be addressed by following guidelines set by 
Quality Matters or some other method of course design review.   The Instructional 
Design department’s assistance with setting up online learning activities should be 
utilized and policies regarding stepping in to teach a blended course at the last minute 
must be addressed.  Perhaps faculty training should be mandated before an instructor is 
scheduled to teach a blended class.  Dziuban et al. (2004) stress, “Maximizing success in 
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a BL initiative requires a planned and well-supported approach that includes a theory-
based instructional model, high quality faculty development, course development 
assistance, learner support, and ongoing formative and summative assessment” (p.3). 
A strong theme that emerged was the importance of the teacher in generating 
learning and student satisfaction with the blended format.  Most research on BL or FOL 
has focused on the modality, comparing success rates or student and/or faculty 
satisfaction.   Even though the data collected from the EoS questionnaires suggest that 
students who have taken an FOL or BL class prefer BL, the focus group discussion made 
it clear that the teacher, not the modality, was the prime reason for success.  This is 
further supported by the fact that there was no statistically significant difference in 
student success, as evidenced by final grades, in classes taught via the three delivery 
modes: F2F, BL, and FOL.  Larson and Sung’s (2009) findings were similar.  They state, 
“If the instructor uses best practices for whatever delivery mode they will be using, then 
the mode of delivery will not be a major factor in student performance” (p. 41).  The 
results bear that out:  It’s the teacher—not the modality! 
So where does that leave BL in the greater scheme of things?  If the teacher is 
indeed so important to student success, should colleges abandon other forms of course 
delivery and revert strictly to F2F classes?  Obviously, that would not be an appropriate 
response.  However, it does suggest that the BLE entails more than just the technology 
behind the delivery.  The human touch is still an essential part of the learning experience, 
as it has been all along.  Even though supposedly new and improved delivery methods, 
such as computer-assisted instruction and e-learning, have made their way through the 
decades with promises of increased student learning, it has been proven time and again 
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that the teacher is the critical factor in the learning process (Abramson, 2002). When 
faculty become overwhelmed by the new gizmos they find their students carrying to 
class, and when they are urged by either the students themselves or the popular press to 
integrate these communication systems into their teaching methods otherwise the students 
will be turned off to learning, they can say to themselves:  It’s the teacher—not the 
modality! 
 
Summary 
BL is defined as combining the advantages of F2F and FOL course modalities, 
while minimizing the disadvantages of each.  Classroom seat time is reduced and 
replaced with equivalent time spent in online activities.  BL in its current form has 
existed since the late 1990s and continues today, albeit improved by advances in CMSs 
and Internet speeds.  The problem that propelled this study was that faculty and 
administrators  at a small CC in upstate New York wanted empirical evidence of the 
desirability of continuing to offer BL classes and how they affected student grades, 
satisfaction, and retention.   As much of the literature focused on BL at 4-year colleges 
and universities, the time was right to add to the knowledge base of BL at CCs.  The goal 
was to document ways in which BL is changing the CC learning experience.  Four  
research questions (RQs) guided the study: 
RQ 1:  How do students perceive the BL experience? 
RQ 2:  What impact have BLEs had upon course completion and final grades? 
RQ 3:  What are the faculty’s perspectives about changes in the delivery of 
instruction? 
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RQ 4:  How has the community college learning experience been changed as a 
consequence of BL? 
An extensive review of the literature determined that six interlocking constructs 
formed a cohesive learning experience surrounding the student: 
• Satisfaction, engagement, motivation 
• Successful acquisition of knowledge 
• Course completion 
• Course delivery method 
• Faculty support 
• Institutional support 
These constructs cannot stand alone in describing a learning experience; they must 
coexist and be investigated as a whole.  A mixed-method study was designed to explore 
how these constructs affected community college students in a BLE.  It was holistic in 
scope, describing the BLE from a number of angles, including comments  from students, 
faculty, and administrators. 
Quantitative data were collected from archival EoS questionnaires that were 
distributed to students in blended courses during the early iterations of BL at 
SUNYUlster, the research site.  Additional quantitative data were collected by 
performing an ANOVA on the final grades in three sections of ENG 101 taking place in 
the Spring 2009 semester.  Each of the sections, although taught by different instructors, 
contained the same material and were assessed using the same final exam, regardless of 
modality.  Qualitative data were collected from a student focus group and interviews with 
faculty who had taught blended classes. 
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To put the results of the data collection in proper context, a short history of BL at 
SUNYUlster was described.  In January, 2005, the concept was introduced, faculty were 
trained in the CMS, and the first blended classes were offered in the Fall 2005 semester.  
Each semester, new classes were offered in BL format, for a total of over 50 sections.  
SUNYUlster’s CMS became available to all classes, regardless of modality, and the 
culture of web-enhancing all classes to some degree had become part of the SUNYUlster 
academic culture. 
Results of the EoS questionnaires showed that students were basically pleased 
with BL, but student-teacher and student-student communication online was low.  They 
liked the convenience of not having to spend as much time on campus or commuting, but 
they felt there was not enough class time scheduled.   
The student focus group uncovered three main themes:  teacher presence, faculty  
skill at teaching a blended class, and support from faculty and the administration.  
Students felt that feedback and communication from the instructor was very important, as 
was the instructor’s ability to successfully integrate F2F and online activities to assure 
true blending of course material.  It became apparent that the instructor was pivotal in 
student satisfaction and learning.  Faculty and institutional support in terms of clear 
course expectations and navigation, together with technology support, was expressed as a 
requirement by students.  
An analysis of course final grades showed that there was no statistically 
significant difference in student achievement among the three modalities:  F2F, BL, and 
FOL.  Evidence of grade distributions, though not statistically analyzed, showed that the 
BL and F2F groups had an equal number of successful completions (10), denoted by 
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grades ranging from A to C-; the FOL group showed the least number of successful 
completions (8) and the highest number of F and W grades (9).   
Faculty interviews revealed that some instructors were uncomfortable with the 
change in teaching methods that BL prescribed.  They also encountered problems in 
deciding which activities should go online and which should be presented F2F.  
Motivating students was also a concern, as was lack of student dedication to the learning 
process.  The outcome of the faculty interviews strongly suggested that training was 
essential to faculty and student success in BLEs.  In addition, faculty suggested that the 
BLE may not be suitable for all students, especially those who may be young, immature, 
or who have low GPAs. 
Administrators commented on the results in order to gauge the effect that BLEs 
had on the college as a whole.  They commented on the fact that the number of students 
working outside the home and the number of hours they worked were both high, and that 
blended classes could be helpful to those students in terms of time management and 
outside obligations.  They expressed concern over faculty discomfort with blending F2F 
and online components and considered the need for training.  They were encouraged by 
the fact that there was no statistical difference in grades among modalities; this indicated 
that BL could be continued and improved. 
The CC learning experience has indeed been changed by BL.  Students with many 
outside obligations are grateful for the added flexibility BL gives them.  Students who 
experienced BL under the tutelage of a talented teacher who continued to improve and 
redesign his course expressed satisfaction and perceived learning.  Administrators who 
were presented with data that showed less-than-stellar results took the opportunity to 
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suggest faculty development and improved course design.  BL and FOL were the 
catalysts that brought use of CMSs to courses across campus, regardless of modality.  BL 
has been embedded in the culture of SUNYUlster, as more classes are being offered each 
semester. 
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APPENDIX C 
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Based on “Ten Guidelines for Drawing Visual Diagrams for Mixed Methods Studies,”  
by Ivankova, Creswell, and Stick (2006), as cited in Creswell and Plano Clark (2007).   
Interpretation 
(Discussion) 
QUAN + QUAL   
Procedures: 
• Structured 
questionnaire 
(archival data) 
• College data- 
base queries 
 
Products: 
• Transcripts 
• Observations 
• Written 
responses 
 
 
Products: 
• Numerical item 
scores 
• Frequency of 
grades based on 
delivery system 
• Drop-out 
numbers (grades 
of F, W) 
 
Procedures: 
• Focus group of 
BL students 
• Interviews with 
research site 
faculty  
• Responses / 
reactions to study 
results by 
administrators 
Procedures: 
• Score responses 
• Test null 
hypothesis 
Products: 
• Themes, 
categories, units 
of meaning 
• Summary of 
administrator 
responses to study 
results 
• Participant 
quotations 
Products: 
• Descriptive 
statistics 
• Analysis of 
variance 
(ANOVA) 
Procedures: 
• Transcribe 
interviews and 
focus group 
discussion 
• Code and 
categorize text 
from focus group 
and interviews 
• Summarize 
administrator 
comments 
 Procedures: 
• Merge two datasets 
• Explain any weighting issues 
(QUAN, QUAL) 
• Describe learning experience 
holistically 
Products: 
• Rich description of the BL 
experience of CC students from 
viewpoint of students, faculty, 
and administration 
The Blended Learning Experience of Community College Students 
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  APPENDIX D 
                                                                                                            Code______  Number____ 
QUESTIONNAIRE  ON  
BLENDED  CLASSES  

Dear Student, 
Please take a few minutes to complete this questionnaire to help us better serve your needs through the 
Blended Learning instructional delivery method. This questionnaire is anonymous and optional.  Your comments will 
be used by SUNY Ulster to develop better blended classes.  Please answer the questions honestly and openly.  Your 
acceptance or refusal to complete this survey will in no way affect your grade. 
Thank you. 
              Anita B. Schmidt 
      Ad Hoc Blended Learning Coordinator 
Part 1:  General Information 
 
1.  Including this semester, approximately how many credits have you taken at SUNY Ulster? 
  3 – 12  49 - 60 
  13 – 24  61 - 72 
  25 – 36  73 and over 
  37 – 48 
 
2.  Are you presently  full time or  part time 
 
3.  Academic Major: ___________________________________________________________ 
 
4.  Do you work outside the home?  yes       no 
 4a.  If yes, how many hours per week? 
   less than 10 
   11 – 20 
   21 – 32 
   33 and over 
 
5.  Sex:     male             female  
 
6.  Age:  under 18 
  18 – 22 
  23 – 30 
  31 and over 
 
7.  On average, how long is your commute to SUNY Ulster? 
  15 minutes or less 
  16 – 30 mins. 
  31 – 60 mins. 
  over an hour 
 
8.  Have you previously or are you currently taking a fully online course?   Yes      No 
 8a.  If you answered YES, which do you prefer?    
   Online      Blended       Both     Neither 
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Part 2:  Your Opinion 
  
 
Part 3:  Suggestions – Check all that apply 
 
26.  This course could have been improved by 
  Meeting more often   A face-to-face orientation on what   
  Meeting for a longer period of time                  blended classes are all about 
  More time online   Collaborative/group assignments online 
  More multimedia: videos, sound, etc.  Nothing; I was satisfied 
  Chat   Other_______________________________ 
 
 
27. What aspect of the blended format did you like? 
  Less time on campus   Convenience of doing work on my own time 
  Reduced travel   Online discussions 
  Frees up time for employment  Material on WebCT helpful  
  Works well with my family obligations  Easier to express myself online than in person 
  Meeting face-to-face   The online assignments 
  Nothing; I did not like the blended format  Other________________________________ 
Please circle the number that best describes your agreement with the 
following items relating to your Blended Learning experience.  
5 = Strongly agree; 4 = Agree; 3 = Neutral; 2 = Disagree;  
1 = Strongly disagree 
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9.  My computer skills were sufficient for me to participate 
     in this class. 
5 4 3 2 1 
10. I felt involved in my learning. 5 4 3 2 1 
11. I got to know my classmates better as a result of 
      this class. 
5 4 3 2 1 
12. I feel that my educational needs were met through this 
      course delivery method (blended). 
5 4 3 2 1 
13. I felt that I belonged to a “learning community” in this 
      class. 
5 4 3 2 1 
14.  I found it easier to learn in a blended environment. 5 4 3 2 1 
15. I felt I could better communicate with my instructor  
      online (through discussions or email) than in the  
      classroom. 
5 4 3 2 1 
16. The fact that this course was blended (part face-to-face 
      and part online) helped me persist to the end of the 
      semester. 
5 4 3 2 1 
17. I felt this course was more difficult than it would have 
      been face-to-face. 
5 4 3 2 1 
18. I felt I "spoke" to my classmates more online than I 
      would have in the classroom. 
5 4 3 2 1 
19. I did well in this class. 5 4 3 2 1 
20. I had no problem managing my time between online and 
      face-to-face work. 
5 4 3 2 1 
21. SUNY Ulster should offer more blended classes. 5 4 3 2 1 
22. I felt the online assignments were helpful in contributing 
      to my understanding of the course material. 
5 4 3 2 1 
23. I felt the blended environment was compatible with my 
      learning style. 
5 4 3 2 1 
24. I knew what was expected of me for the online portion  
      of the class. 
5 4 3 2 1 
25. Meeting face-to-face kept me motivated. 5 4 3 2 1 
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28.  Which aspect of the blended format did you dislike? 
  Prefer face-to-face to fully understand material  Work load 
  Learning “on my own”    Lack of motivation 
  Not enough class time   The face-to-face portion 
  Difficulty getting online due to life situation  Nothing; I liked it 
  Computer/online work   Other ________________________ 
 
29.  Which courses would you like to see presented in a blended format? 
  All or most  Spanish 
  Biology  Psychology 
  Business  Sociology 
  Chemistry  Skills classes 
  English  None 
  French  Other_______________________________ 
 
30.  Would you take another blended class?  yes         no 
 
31.  Would recommend blended classes to your friends?  yes         no 
 
32. Which of the following formats do you think should be offered by SUNY Ulster? (Check all that apply) 
M-W-F Classes: 
 Two classes face-to-face; equivalent of one class online 
 One class face-to-face; equivalent of two classes online 
Tu-Th. or M-F Classes:  
 One class face-to-face; equivalent of one class online 
 Two classes face-to-face but for a shorter period of time 
Evening Classes: 
 One class per week face-to-face, but for a shorter period of time 
 "Piggy Back" classes:  two shorter face-to-face classes offered back-to-back so that students would be 
able to take two courses on one night.  Each course would have equivalent of one class online. 
 Meet every other week for normal length of time 
 
33. Any additional comments/suggestions, please use back of this sheet. 
 
Thank you for completing this questionnaire.  Best wishes for continued success! 
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APPENDIX E 
Focus Group Moderator Qualifications 
 
 
The following narrative was submitted to the researcher by the moderator: 
 
 
Mindy Kole has 30 years of Marketing experience.  In 1996, she founded 
The Marketing Department, LLC, a marketing and advertising company 
serving small and medium sized businesses located throughout the Hudson 
Valley.  The Marketing Department offers focus groups research services, 
including preparation of the moderator's guide, conducting of focus 
groups and preparation of the report.  Clients include the largest 
credit union in the area; this client runs approximately 24 groups/year. 
 
Mindy is a former Vice President of Marketing at Citibank, NA and 
Marketing Director for Frisco Bay Industries, a formerly publicly held 
company headquartered in Montreal. She is also an Adjunct Professor of 
Business at SUNY Ulster and a faculty member at Empire State College, 
also part of the SUNY system.  Mindy holds an MBA in Marketing from the 
Stern School of Business at NYU. 
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APPENDIX F 
 
 
MODERATOR’S GUIDE 
Blended Learning Focus Group 
 
Objective:  Obtain qualitative student feedback and perspective on their blended learning 
experience. 
 
If students go on a relevant tangent, probe for more information. 
 
Explain purpose of group to students, remind them of definition of “blended learning” 
course (part online, part face-to-face), how the information will be used, need for their 
opinions, true reactions, honest feedback—the good, the bad, and the ugly!   
 
Notify students that the discussion will be audio taped.  If they have any objection, they 
are welcome to leave/decline to participate. 
 
Describe ground rules: 
• One person speaks at a time; no side conversations 
• Everyone will have a chance to speak; no one person will dominate the 
conversation 
• There are no right or wrong answers 
 
Have students fill out demographic questionnaire, sign informed consent form. 
 
Introductions 
Introduce the researcher and explain that she is an observer only, will take notes, but will 
not participate in the discussion. 
 
Ask students to introduce themselves (first names only), what blended classes they took, 
how often the class met in person.   
 
1.  Student satisfaction 
 
a. How do you feel about blended learning? 
b. What did you like about your blended course? (probe for specifics) 
c. What did you dislike about your blended course? (probe for specifics) 
 
2.  Engagement and motivation 
 
a. Think of your class experience as a whole.  Did you feel involved in your 
learning in the blended class?  How did that compare to your traditional (on-
campus, face-to-face) classes? 
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b. Was your level of motivation to learn different from that in your traditional 
classes?  Why or why not? 
c. Are blended classes harder or easier than traditional classes?  Why? 
 
3.  Successful acquisition of knowledge 
 
a. Was it easy to know what was expected of you in the blended class?  Why or 
why not? 
b. In terms of the amount you learned, did you think that you learned more, the 
same, or less than in your traditional classes ?  Why? 
 
4.  Course delivery method 
 
a. Think of the online and face-to-face portions of your class.  Did the online 
assignments help you understand the material?  (probe) 
b. What was done in class during the face-to-face meetings?  
c. Have you ever taken a class that was 100% online?  Which did you like more, 
the online, blended, or traditional?  Why? 
 
5.  Faculty support 
 
a. Was there anything the instructor could have done to improve your blended 
learning experience?  What/how? 
b. Was it easy to communicate with your instructor in the blended class?  How 
did you communicate? 
 
6.  Institutional support 
 
a. Is there anything that the college could have done that would have made your 
blended class better? (e.g.—if needed—registration, orientation, facilities, 
etc.) 
 
7.  General 
 
a. What would YOU do to improve the blended class you took? 
b. Would you take another blended class?  Why or why not? 
 
8.  FINALLY…AND VERY IMPORTANT! 
 
a. What do you think was the most important point we discussed today regarding 
your blended learning experience? (probe) 
 
 
Thank students and distribute gift cards.   
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APPENDIX G 
 
DEMOGRAPHIC QUESTIONNAIRE 
Blended Learning Focus Group 
1.  Including this semester, approximately how many credits have you taken at 
     SUNYUlster? 
  3 – 12  49 - 60 
  13 – 24  61 - 72 
  25 – 36  73 and over 
  37 – 48 
 
2.  Are you presently  full time or  part time 
 
3.  Academic Major: 
___________________________________________________________ 
 
4.  Do you work outside the home?  yes       no 
 4a.  If yes, how many hours per week? 
   fewer than 10 
   11 – 20 
   21 – 32 
   33 and over 
 
5.  On average, how long is your commute to SUNY Ulster? 
  15 minutes or fewer 
  16 – 30 mins. 
  31 – 60 mins. 
  over an hour 
 
6.  Gender:     male             female  
 
7.  Age:  under 18  30-39 
  18-19  40-49 
  20-21   50-64 
  22-29  65 and over 
  
8.  White, non-Hispanic 
  Black, non-Hispanic 
  Hispanic 
  Asian or Pacific Islander 
  Other 
  Prefer not to answer  
  
Thank you! 
126 
 
APPENDIX H 
Guide for Faculty Interviews 
 
 
Inform faculty of the nature of the study and ask them to agree to be interviewed 
according to informed consent requirements.   
 
Email questions at least a week ahead of scheduled interview so that participant has time 
to prepare answers. 
 
Have faculty sign informed consent form. 
 
Explain that the interview will be audio-taped, transcribed, and returned to the faculty 
member for his or her input on accuracy. 
 
For the blended course(s) you are now teaching or have taught: 
 
 How easy/difficult was it to achieve your course goals? 
 What problems have you had in teaching a blended course? 
 How have you supported the students in your BL classes? 
 Has teaching a BL course changed the way you teach F2F or FOL courses?  
How? 
 How satisfied are you with teaching a BL course?   
 Would you teach another one?  Why or why not? 
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